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his program and obtaining action-a vote, . without obstructing the taking of timely de
a decision--on the legislative elements of cisions. By and large, there has been that 
his program. cooperation and restraint on the part of 

There ls no guarantee that any particular the individual Members in both parties in 
part of the President's program will be ap- the present Senate. If you have been led 
proved by the Senate. There is no magic to believe otherwise by press reports, I would 
wand in the hands of the leader. There ls note again that that which divides tends to 
no party discipline to insure that the 64 receive the popular stress over that which 
Democratic Members will invariably vote the unites. I have already alluded, for example, 
President's wishes. Indeed, many measures to the sheer numbers of Presidential ap
depend for passage on the vote of Republican pointments confirmed, the treaties and the 
Members. I am not dismayed by this lack bills on which the Senate has acted during 
of rigidity in the party structure. Obviously the present session. Add to these huge 
any President, any majority leader would numbers, the totals from the previous ses
prefer ihe support rather than the opposi- sion which were 48,961 Presidential appoint
tion of his own party members. But we ments, 10 treaties and 1,183 legislative bills. 
must recognize the reality that we are a You will gain from these figures some sense 
vast land of contrasting interests and con- of the sheer volume of activity of the Senate, 
cerns and party labels have different mean- a volume which could not begin to be sus
ings in different regions. In this setting, tained without the highest degree of co
legislative action, it seems to me, is best . operation and restraint on the part of the 
sought by the interplay of these concerns individual Members. 
and interests by those who know and rep- or look at the record in the light, alone, of 
resent them most intimately regardless of the highly significant proposals which the 
party labels. President has advanced since assuming office. 

Nevertheless, there ls a minimum party During the present Congress--both ses
role in the Senate which must be sustained sions-perhaps in excess of 275 proposals of 
or the labels lose all meaning. The majority this kind have been sent to the Congress by 
party role in present circumstances is to the President. Any one of these represents 
bring about at least that measure of co- a major undertaking which properly calls for 
operation and restraint on the part of indi- the most careful and extensive consideration 
vidual Members which permits decision one by the Congress. Yet, the Senate has actually 
way or the other on legislative elements of passed about 60 of these proposals this ses
the President's program in the Senate and sion, and during the last session, enacted 
the day-to-day disposal of routine business. 124 of them into law. You hear much of the 
By the same token, the basic minority party defeat in the Senate of a Presidential pro
role is to see to it, that this legislation, along posal to establish an Urban Affairs Depart
with alternatives, is considered fully but ment or the rejection of a farm bill in the 
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The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
Zechariah 4: 6: Not by might, nor by 

power, but by my spirit, saith the Lord 
of hosts. 

Eternal God, our Father, we have been 
privileged to enter upon this new day, 
unable, however, to foretell and foresee 
what it shall bring forth, but encouraged 
by every gracious invitation in Thy Holy 
Word, we shall put our trust in Thy 
divine guidance and not be afraid. 

We humbly acknowledge that fre
quently we feel anxious and are tempted 
to fear that our faith is too frail to re
main strong and steadfast when we face 
questions that trouble us and difficulties 
that terrify us. 

Gird us with a faith that will lift this 
heavy burden of loneliness and worry 
from our hearts and may we realize more 
fully that Thou art not with the many 
and the mighty unless the many and 
the mighty are with Thee and that one 
with Thee is always a majority. 

Hear us in Christ's name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND 
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL
FARE, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATION BILL, 1963 
Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the managers 

on the part of the House have until mid
night tonight to file a conference report 
on the bill, H.R. 10904, making appro
priations for the Departments of Labor, 
and Health, Education, and Welfare, and 
related agencies, for fiscal year 1963. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Rhode 
Island? 

There was no objection. 

UPPER DIVISION OF THE BAKER 
FEDERAL RECLAMATION PROJ
ECT, OREGON 
Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 

I call up House Resolution 730 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 575) 
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
construct, operate, and maintain the upper 
division of the Baker Federal reclamation 
project, Oregon, and for other purposes. 
After general debate, which shall be confined 
to the bill, and shall continue not to exceed 
one hour, to be equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor
ity member of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, the bill shall be read for 
amendment under the five-minute rule. At 
the conclusion of the consideration of the blll 
for amendment, the Committee shall rise 
and report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted, .and 
the ·previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speak
er, I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman 

House. But you b,ear little of the passage of 
a manpower retraining bill or of an aid to 
higher education bill or an extension of un
employment compensation bill or dozens of 
other highly significant measures. 

Whether or not legislation passes in the 
Senate in response to the President's pro
gram is a question which goes, not to the 
operation of the Senate or the House as such. 
Rather it goes to the social, economic, and 
political forces continuously at work 
throughout the Nation and the manner in 
which these forces are reflected in the repre
sentation in the Senate at any given time. 
In these forces there is much that conflicts, 
much that divides. It is the essence of the 
legislative function to deal with these forces 
in terms of the enactment of laws for the 
common good. And in the exercise of this 
function,! do want to impress upon you the 
importance of elements of cooperation and 
restraint. 

It is as important to the internal opera
tions of the Senate and the Congress as it is 
to the interrelations of the separate 
branches in the effective operation of the 
Federal Government. It is this element 
which makes possible agreement to act even 
where there is strong disagreement among 
strong men and women as to the proper 
course of action. It is this element which 
permits orderly and peaceful change in the 
structure of our society to meet the ever
changing of our people. It is this element 
which, though unexpressed in a constitu
tional cause, nevertheless, is a major source 
of the validity and vitality of our constitu
tional system. 

from California [Mr. SMITH]; and pend
ing that, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 730 
provides for the consideration of H.R. 
575, a bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to construct, operate, 
and maintain the upper division of the 
Baker Federal reclamation project, 
Oregon, and for other purposes. The 
resolution provides for an open rule with 
1 hour of general debate. 

H.R. 575 would authorize the Secre
tary of the Interior to construct, oper
ate, and maintain the upper division of 
the Baker Federal reclamation project, 
Oregon, for furnishing irrigation water 
to 18,000 acres of irrigable land in the 
Baker Valley, preventing floods, and 
providing fish and wildlife benefits and 
recreational opportunities. 

The 18,000 acres of irrigable land in 
the upper division lie on a broad alluvial 
fan north of Baker, along the river in 
the southeastern part of Baker Valley, 
and in the elevated Lilley pump area in 
the northern part of the valley. Due to 
their dependence on natural streamflow, 
presently irrigated lands now receive 
only a partial water supply primarily by 
flooding during the heavy spring run
off. After the early part of July, in 
most years, these lands are without wa
ter except for a relatively small supply 
for some areas obtained by pumping 
from wells. The storage facilities in the 
upper division plan would regulate the 
Powder River to provide a full irrigation 
water supply to 4,010 acres of presently 
dry lands, and a supplemental water sup
ply to an additional 13,990 acres. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption . of 
House Resolution 730. 
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1 know of no objeeticm to the rule w.hidl. I be1~ sltomd b:e made a. mat.tier and 111merulmen:t.s ·,tba,.eto 1D fin.111 passage 

or m the hill it.self; and .I :reserm the of record. at th:is dme. '.lbeJr state: wiilmll>u.t .interv~ motimn except ,o.ne mo-
- tion to recommlt wlth or wlthnut .instruc-balance of my time. L "lbe pro~ lls amt ecM1lllilDlcall1ly J~d .tions. 

Mr. ;SMIT1( of O&lifomiL Mr. Speak- lll!Ilcier :anr pro}>fr m:eUmcl or Ml!llly.sis.. 
Er. I 37ieki myseJf Slldl tame u :I ·may .2. .Piroper x,epapne:nt o:f ;Proj;e;et OIJSlt_is not The SPEAKER. The g.entleimm. from 
comsiiJD'.lle .assurea.. V.il"ginia Wr. iSMft.H] is re:eQgn.imd for 

.3_ 'The bill WDUJ.d pro11lde !Dr i'.Urther 1 hour. 
:Mr. Speaker., .as stated b.F the di!tin- breacMn.g aI the 1'50-acr-e Jimitatlcm in exlst- . 

gm'Shed gemtleman from Vrogmia [Mr. \ng Ter:1amation 'law. · ..Mr. SMfT.H :of V.ii.tglnia. Mr. Speaker, 
SMITHJ, House .Bemmtimn •73.0, lffl)wides 4 . 'J:lhe iprojeet 'W(')Uld nn't proviue th~ 'bene- I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman :fnmn 
.for ihe mm;ider.ai;ian of H.R. 5'i5., the fiei'Bll ftcixoli camtlroll ff.ects (the locaJJ. pe~Ie Ce!ifor.rua '[Mr_ S'llti:l:m]I am1 }'iekl m.yself 
.Baker .Feilerai ~l:unatmn pmneet. It . .iimve been ilBII ti, be1Jmte wouUd lb:e aclll.il'E'\7.ed such time as I may con~A 
promf\'5 tor 1 hmr o! general debate and 5. Ovar 51i :rrereen1t of tlh:e proJeet ltantis Ml". Speaker • .Hom;e Resnlution. 7.3.3 pro-
lD!I. 1!1PeD n.i1e. .a.re p0llll" la.nffl!, 'lflhleh even with. tun~- Vides for the consideratmn of .S.. 200:B. a 

Last Tn111ma,y., inamned.ilJn with the tilm w.ould have .Limited p.r.aLl'lllctivirty. iiU to amend tine a'C't iof Sep.tem.b:er 16, 
rule o_n. ome of too other r.eelarna.m~n 6 · Over half t'he pro.Je.ct lands .a.re <ilw.ned 1959-73 Stat. 561, 43 U.S.C. t>li((a)-

by a nlatlve1:y Tew owners. ,_+..,,..,.. t +a..- -- ,._; 
p.rojst& \We 1lll1d llP., one of iDe ;genttem.en 7. T'he ~u JJrovides for mijustlfi'e:d and re ..... ,.....i,s () · ~ 0.00.'Du Uc.won, aper.ation, 
on .my sue olf the aisle said t.lhat he did pre0eum.t-'B~·ttmg use ,('Jf n-onexisifle:n't net an'li maint.emm.oe of the Spokao:e V~y 
n~ tb.:ink I had my ireart in. that lll)BJr- power :.r~wen1t!le& fm s11b'Bldiizimg the ma,Or pmjeet. The resolutmn provides an open 
ti'Oll.lar projBCt, that .I cnli not :seam very pllirt«l>f ~ migat:mn m,sts. :rule 'Wlith. l ho11ir m genern4 oebate, ma!k
mnch li.llrleresred ln :it. Let me isa.y in all B. '.l'her-e are eroessi\Ve wrlbeo1Is of proJect ·ng it m omer to eomsiciler the :snbs.thte 
fairness that I do not enetiy ha-v.e my ie.osts for ftood eanttr.o.I,, r-ec.reat1liJn, a.mi &h amendment now in the bill. 
heart, ar aim. imlerested mo sine.er..e)y,. in .a.ncl wlldltie. S. 2008, as :am.ended. wm.rull a.mewl the 
,4.'1-, .1-i..-- .~ .1-1 ...... -. -i...enuted 9. There can be no justification for pro:vld- act authorizing the c~ .... .,..e V.allle,.,. nmi· _ 
,w..ie&e uu= pm~- ""J.'.JAlll &JTe :s\;;SllJ · . ing water to bring in new land ,of ma.rglnal ltJt"'U-... u 'II:" 

for 001r CDDsideratiuo too.aw. -produet.i<Vlty or to inorease the productivity eet by :1in;t, 'l'\educio.g the Jir..r.i'gal)le acre-
~ .. I~ee thatt the U.S. Omw.em- on <exis'bmg 1J.and'S, dn t'h'is -era -of tremEtndous age to be sened by the 1JMject; .second, 

memt &iloall<i iJleBp cm these reclam:atiun agricultural surpluses w.11.iich :ime o@'Siting 't!he providing for dmmes.tii:c water seniee; 
pro~ J: Jmow they are of moor.est to t:all[JJ.a.yens lbiililllllls m' cmfil:ars /&'llll1111a.llly. thim., deereasing the permwssible .repay
:m.cti-vidml. Membem in the respeDtive H a Evaa thll>ugm ·the proj:ect is @utsl.de tlhe ment tema, if contracts are entered mt.o, 
Silates •here 'they are lD:eated. Ag.aim, I .Bcmn.evilile ,P!i>'\J1£2° marketing .area. the bill from 50 to 40 years; and fourth, inCft2S
repeat, I tbm:lllkwesl1iml1d tlomore for r w.ould .make a cCha.rge cm tlle .Bonneville · mg the .antRnt aat.bor.imd ta> bl!! .a1D1ll'O
own ..a-,; ... .- eittz""""' and noon that Power Aumlni'Stration yet conirl.bute.noth!D,g priated from $5,100,000 to '$7,23:2, 00. 
~ WJUllo .........., to the .assets of BPA. 

s.tu:14point .I oo :QJpreciam tbe help tint This legdslatien is ne'eded in omerGlat 
w.e giwe te> dEse a'l'.eas in. comnremm with Mr. Sp.eaike:r. I .bl1nJ of no objeei:.mn th~ l'IIO] e.et may be con'Stnletled m ac-
reclamatioll p.ro~ But in :readmg tio t.he adiJ.ptioo. of the rale.. eonbmoe 'With a modified plan Gf de
~ morning :r:JeW-SPBPEr m'Cla;w :I notiiee .Mr. SMITH of Vitgmda. Mr. Speak- ve~t. The need for '!the 'l}rojeet is 
ta1lk tibmlt emttm.g lt3.lres by a bi11J:itiln. dol- er, I have no further requests for time. more~ no:w ttm.n it was '!1/2 yea.Ts 
.tam. .l un funitiar 'With the falct that I m.&ve the preri'OUS que&ti.Bn. wgio -when it 'Wa'S originally '&IUtborifled. 
we .ha'Ve a s!tamby bill in ttie Rules Oom.- The prev.iou,s q est.wn was ordered. 'The -pro]K)sed develGpmen t W<fflld re-
.lmittee tor $900 miUirn of pmblic war.ks. The SPEAKER. "ll:le quesbinn is on :plru,e an ~isting water ~1ly that is 
That does not include the 11mbfu: worlts the resolution. ,o'btaiimed by- gravity diversion fiom t1lle 
bill.. which will ham sei1'el'Al bill.ion dol- The restlluti.on 'W-Rs -agreed to. Sp~a'™' River. "!be ~ng 'System is 

. tan; in it. that is cmning almlg. We lla.Ye A moticm .to .recans.icier was itid on. th.e deteriorating nq,idly and iis m danger af 
a cllStl;w defense pmgn.m and foreign table. fall.me. It ha-s already outlived ms ilif e 
aid program, spending, spending. 8D!d exp.eetane,-. "!be proposed system for 
more ~ pum-pm;g from the unde11ground reseniioir 

J:t n not tkat .I am o.pposed 1D these SPOKANE VAILEY .PROJECT. would b&Jter meet ~ needs of tlm area 
individual projects. What conrerns me WASHINGTON than r.eplaeement of the gmv11s sy.stem . 
.most is st..l'tio.g new pmjeells when Mr_ SM:l'IH of V'llrginia. Mr. Speak- Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
the~ .haf.le m iook fo:nv.am to ad.di- er, . by direction of the Committee on House Resolution VS3-
tional SJJendang' and debt for the fumre. Rules~ .I call up House Resolution "J33 Ur. GROSS. Mr. Speaker .. 'w.l'°ft the 

As ow: dimoguish<D Charpmin sa1d in and ask for its .!immediate oonsuer.ation. gentleman yield? 
his prayer this mom:mg in taJkm.g a.bout "Ole Clerk read the resomtiio:n, ·as fo'i- Mr. SMITH ar VrrgiR1.a. '[ -yieJ:d to~ 
lea;r, .l do lmwe a fear that it 'We ~P on low.s: gentleman . 
.&Jl)ending .anci :sta.d;ing new projects as .Be8Jl>lvea .. T.hat u})Qll tie adojl).tion of 'ttlis Ml'. GROSS. ATe any of these so-
w.e are, -1 feu- tor dioe very fW'lllre of our .rseso.lwlitr1.Gn. .it .shall b1' la .or.der t<» mmv.e trui.t ealled l'eelamiation projeet'S ever started 
children and our grandchildren. '£he .IDl>use r.eSGlwe li.t&eilC into the Dom.mit- d<twn in ViT'gima~ D<!I "'°u ha~ 1t~ 

Be that as it Dl1'Y, it.ms pamcwar hill, teem tb.e W..brue .House on the Stam of the reclamation ~.rec't-s m Virginia? 
H n ,., 4-1,,.. __ . u,- c:<--+ .,, "'-J..- Unio:n for t.he contiid.er&~n of tae hml t.S . 

. u.. .ia:.i,, au-~ w..a:; ucx;n::-.lla.l".Y 0.1. wua:; .2008i to amend the Act «r Seprem,ber io, Mr. 'SMITH of Virginia. We'ii, l do 
J..nte.l'i@r to oonstr.act, opera,te,. .and main- . ~59 (:13 .s.ta.t.. .001; 43 u..s..c. 16i5aJ ., .relat- not knc,w uf 1tny c,f this type. The Loro 
.ta.in the iilPJPEl' diwisian of the .Badre.r mg to the eonstruetion. operatimn~ :am1 ba<s lYeen right good to Virgin.'ia in too 
.P.eder.&i .recdama.tion pl'Qj.eet in Oregon, .mwlirm:heliUil.one of it1ae .Spoka.Jile Valley pr<a"j.eet. ·Jra'St in providing us with 'Pl'etty ample 
fo:r fucnishlng k.r..ig.etian B'iBiter to U ,.000 Mster geaer.al dehadle. which sltal'lil be ccm- water <supply . 
.acres of irriig.ahle land .:in the B .aker .fined to tbe bill.. ama .shall oo.ntinue not ttio MT. GROSS. Wfil itihi.s ipllt additio:na.l 
Valley:, pre;venti~ floods,, and prori~ ~eed one hanr,. JiG be equwliy dl:uu'e.d :a:nd land into ·production? 
4'1"1-. ,_...,,..i ,;,..11··r J..~~-.f'lt d 4-.~---1 ~l!led by tile e .b.1h:lml.D and ranking 
.a:LO.U :...u-. W.il.lWl,.ll e uca.uaa s .an ·tlBCr.ea- ~ l!Mm.ber of 1.b:e Conu:m.,ttee on m- Mr. SMITH m Virginia. N''O, this just 
opportunities. The gentleman fzmm tem:ar 'and .lnswu Affairs. the hilt sb.'Bll.I 00 Tepa1rs or ratb:er -replaces an old 'SYStern 
Virg.irua .has .expla.iz;Jed the need i'1r the .Ra«i ~r mmmcimen.t mnier "the fitv.e-mimrte that is :abmit to go to :pieces. 
pm_aecii i8llld has dreseribed the Pl"Qileei. .l'lllre. It :smali • m ord.-er ftlo con.&'liter 'the Mr. GROSS. As to lh-e cost-what is 
The Oll.G' thi.ng .I wamcl .add to ,tim,t ls the 1&Umtiblm1e amemdmen't ir,ecammended by 'the it'? '$B50 mi '8:cre or something b'"ke that'.? 

-CGlSt.. It .is ..estimated the cost Qf ,t&e O!lmmilbbee CJ'1ll .fnllre.rmr l8llild msullttT Afiltn Tu that ;possible'? 
upper Jiivisio.Ll of the .Baker pro.jeet is D'MV m. U!le lri.U, 8J1Uil such :substimibe :fm the 'Mr. SMITH of V:wainla. ~ 'think the 
$6~ Ui8,AOll T.IJ..is coot is .alloc.albed to the pan-}M)s.e of 11.me.Dt'lm.Ent man b1' ei,ru;:id:elied ,b· 

VMi11Ws iamct.i.on:s as lo.Uoars: Ire'"""""'""-, 'mlcier tGe fiw.e-m.1:rulte rule u an mi:gmal gentleman must 'ha-ve .this project mixed 
~ M!. At ttie concllt15ikm. <!If slloh eousldera- up 'Witb same other :project. This does 

$4:~.,oOO; 1iood CBDU"~ $1,,056;"8.0; D!il1 t:1:Dn Ule CommiUee .sll:all rise and :repX,rt 1t;be not J)rovlde for the tQJprop:riation of 
and wildlife, $632,000; and recre:atmn, bill m the 11t,use with such unemdmen.tt:s as more than a little over '$2 mm.ion. It is 
$125~0- m~ haw, been ~. :and Ul1f member '8. -very 'Sm.an project. 

There is a mm.or.icy r.epmr~ l.\lr. ma-y delllal!ld 8 ae.inn,te -m'te i1n 'tae Hm:me .Mr. GROSS. I am surprised that a"Il on any of the amendments ad'O!pted tn 'ft.lM3 
,Spe.aker., which w.as signed by nine mem- commit.tee ru the Whole to t.be .b.W or Cl(J)m- these Tec1'8.lnation projects are in the 
b.eir.s of the committee. Tirey set fiorth mlttee substltute. Th~ :previous guesticm ··western States. It seems to me that 
160:tne 1.~ tiiff<erent obyeetions to this bill 15J:ra.U be cmisidered a-s ,urder.ed. ,on tbe biU the 'State of MarY1and is pretty dry. 
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Mr. SMITH of Virginia. We could use 
some projects in Virginia, but we like to 
help our Western friends. 

Mr. GROSS. It is pretty dry out in 
Virginia now. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. We are doing 
pretty well. 

Mr. GROSS. I mean from the stand
point of rainfall. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. We are doing 
pretty well now. 

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. HALEY. May I say to the gentle
man with regard to the acreage of land, 
this project actually reduces the acreage 
of land, as to which they had a previous 
authority, from 10,290 acres to 7,254 
acres. 

So this is a reduction in the amount 
of land to be irrigated. 

Mr. GROSS. In other words, the 
gentleman says it is a little less worse 
than it was; is that right? 

Mr. HALEY. The gentleman, of 
course, can have his own opinion on 
that. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, will tbe 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield. 
Mr. SAYLOR. I just want to say to 

my distinguished friend that I made a 
survey several years ago and discovered 
land down in Mecklenburg County, Va., 
that for $50 an acre could be put under 
cultivation. So I think it would be a 
great deal more desirable to spend $50 
an acre on that land than to spend $850 
an acre on land out West as we are doing 
in this and other projects. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. We would 
welcome the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania to come down to Mecklenburg. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, as stated by the distin
guished gentleman from Virginia, House 
Resolution 731 is an open rule providing 
for the consideration of the bill S. 2008 
with 1 hour of debate. 

I would like to say at this time in 
reading over these reports from the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
that they are about as well done, in my 
opinion, as any reports I have had the 
privilege of reading. I would like to con
gratulate certainly not only the · com
mittee, but also the staff of the commit
tee, because the reports very clearly set 
forth the purpose, and net cost; and the 
minority views are well handled. 

The gentleman from Virginia has 
placed in the RECORD the purpose and 
the need. The project will increase the 
cost from $5,100,000 to $7,237,000. I 
shall, Mr. Speaker, confine my remarks 
to a consideration of the minority re
port signed by four members of the com-
mittee opposed to the bill. · 

The report states that this project is 
neither desirable nor econorp.ically sound 
when evaluated in connection with our 
Nation's economic and agricultural 
status. 

The project provides for the irrigation 
of 7,250 acres. The bill provides that 
only $3,714,000 will be paid back over a 

50-year repayment period by the irri
gators. This provision by itself very 
clearly indicates that there are not ,suffi
cient irrigation benefits to· justify the 
expenditure. This will be an expendi
ture of over $850 an acre. More than 
2,800 acres, or more than 40 percent of 
the project, are to be used for the pro
dµction of alfalfa, pasture, and small 
grains. This, of course, is most indica
tive of farm operations that could not 
support or justify this kind of an ex
penditure. This would indicate, then 
that more than 40 percent' of the irriga
tion project would be used to produce 
commodities which are already in great 
surplus throughout the country; namely, 
alfalfa hay, dairy products, and small 
grains. I repeat, more than 40 percent 
of this project would be used for the pro
duction of dairy products, small grains, 
hay, and alfalfa, things already in great 
surplus. 

The minority report goes on to point 
out the objectives of the President in 
his farm message. 

This project certainly does not comply 
with the objectives of the President's 
farm message and could serve only to 
adversely affect farmer, taxpayer, and 
consumer alike. 

Mr. Speaker, I know of no objection 
to the adoption of the rule itself. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia: Mr. Speaker, 
I move the previous question on the reso
lution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

AMENDING ACT RELATING TO CON
SERVATION OF ANTHRACITE 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I call up House Resolution 731 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the re;:;olution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 

. the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (R.R. 
4094) to amend the Act of July 15, 1955, re
lating to the conservation of anthracite coal 
resources. After general debate, which shall 
be confined to the bill and shall continue 
not to exceed one hour, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs, the bill shall be 
read for amendment under the five-minute 
rule. It shall be in order to consider without 
the intervention of any point of order the 
substitute amendment recommended by the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
now printed in the bill, and such substitute 
for the purpose of amendment shall be con
sidered under the five-minute rule as an orig
inal bill. At the conclusion of such consid
eration the Committee shall rise and report 
the bill to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted; and any member 
may demand a separate vote in the House 
on any of the amendments adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or com
mittee substitute. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill 
and amendments thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except one mo
tion to recommit. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 30 minutes ~f my time . to the 

gentleman from California [Mr. SMITH] 
and at this time I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution provides 
for the consideration of the bill, H.R. 
4094, which relates to the situation of 
the anthracite mines, particularly the 
abandoned mines and the wornout 
mines in Pennsylvania. 

There has been considerable trouble 
over the years with these mines by rea
son of the subsidence of the surface over 
the mines, and by reason of the flooding 
of these mines, much deterioration in the 
value of the mines has occurred. 

Some years ago the Congress author
ized a sum of money to be matched by 
the State of Pennsylvania in order to 
take care of the drainage of these mines 
which were becoming a menace not only 
to the ground above them by reason of 
subsidence but also were gradually be
coming a health menace. Through the 
experience that has been had on this 
subject it is concluded that the best way 
to cope with this situation is by sealing 
these old mines to prevent drainage wa
ters from going into the mines. There 
are holes in the ground where the water 
seeps in and fills the mines up. 

I am glad to say for the benefit of my 
good friend from Iowa-he must have 
realized this bill does not cost any mon
ey, because he seems to have left the 
floor-that this bill does not involve any 
further expenditure of money, but it does 
need authorization in order to conduct 
the work in a slightly different way by 
sealing the mines rather than by pump
ing them out. 

I do not know of any opposition to the 
bill. The rule provides 1 hour of gen
eral debate. I hope the resolution will 
be agreed to. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may use. 

Mr. Speaker, may I say to my distin-
. guished friend from Virginia that I have 
requests for time on this side and at the 
conclusion of my remarks I shall re
serve the balance of my time. 

I disagree with the statement that 
there is no objection to the bill, be
cause there is a minority report on this 
particular matter. 

Those in support of the measure indi
cate the following reasons therefor: 

The Anthracite Mine Water Control 
Act and the Mine Dewatering Act was 
the title given to the act of July 15, 1955, 
which provided a program under which 
equally matched Federal and State 
funds, to a maximum of $8.5 million 
each could be utilized for drainage 
works. 

There has presently accumulated in 
this particular fund about $10 million, 
$5 million from the State of Pennsyl
vania and $5 million from the Federal 
Government, and, for various reasons, 
principally because of the decline of the 
anthracite industry, the prospect of fur
ther mine dewatering projects appears 
Temote. 

Accordingly the gentleman from Penn
sylvania, Congressman FLooi>'s, amend
ment to this act--H.R. 4094-would give 
further use to this accumulated money 

. "to seal ab~ndoned coal mines and to fill 
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voids in abandoned coal mines, in those 
instances where such work is in the in
terest of the public health or safety." 

The U.S. Bureau of Mines and the 
Pennsylvania State Department of Mines 
support this amendment because, if it 
is passed, certain specific flushing proj
ects in the anthracite area could -be 
accomplished. These projects are in 
specific areas where the underground 
conditions are well charted and en
gineered and where the projects are 
economically justified, especially in 
abandoned workings under highly popu
lated areas. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not intended as 
an attempt to have an overall flushing 
program in the entire area, which would 
be uneconomical, very costly and, in 
many instances, unsuitable. Rather, 
the money is to be used for specific 
projects · where exact conditions are 
well known. 
· In short, Mr. Speaker, Congressman 
FLooD's ainendment would use accumu
lated funds, not new appropriations, for 
specific projects prescribed by the U.S. 
Bureau of Mines and the Pennsylvania 
State Department of Mines to safeguard 
property and human lives in built-up 
areas where the underground conditions 
are known and engineered. 

Mr. Speaker, those are the arguments 
in favor of this particular measure. The 
views of the minority are contained in 
a minodty report, signed by 11 Members, 
and states: 

This bill is another of what is becoming an 
almost endless campaign to classify every 
local problem as having surpassed the ca
pacity of local and State governments to 
find an acceptable solution. If this bill be
comes law unquestionably it shall become 
the precedent cited to justify future exten
sion of the same type of activity into thou
sands of areas located in virtually every State. 
The potential future cost staggers the 
imagination. 

. Mr. Speaker, there a number of other 
references to objections to the bill which 
are set forth on the last page of the 
report and to which I call the attention 
of the membership of the House. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Is this limited to the 
State of Pennsylvania or does it cover 
other areas? 

Mr. SMITH of · California. It is my 
opinion that these particular funds are 
being transferred from one purpose to 
another purpose, and will be used in the 
State of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GROSS. But it does not cover the 
entire anthracite field in the United 
States? 

Mr. SMITH of California. No; that 
is not my understanding. I stand cor
rected, if the gentleman from Pennsyl
van°ia [Mr. SCRANTON] is here to correct 
me on that, But this money is in there, 
as I understand it; in the sum of $5 mil
lion for the State of Pennsylvania as of 
now, and $5 million from th.e Federal 
Government for certain purposes, which 
_purposes are not now being followed or 
possibly needed. It is to let the money 
to be used for another purpose in order 
to take care of the dewatering and so 

forth of mines and capping some of the 
mines· in the anthracite area . in 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, does it appear likely that 
with the passage, if it is approved by the 
other body, of the free trade bill that 
there will be more mines closed in this 
country and, therefore, more money 
needed to seal up the mines that are 
closed by virtue of foreign imports? 

Mr. SMITH of California. Well, that 
is a possibility. I do not know. But I 
would say to the gentleman from Iowa 
that there is certain money now in this 
fund, I think a total of $10 million. It 
started out at $17 million on a matching 
basis and there is certain money re
maining that is not going to be spent for 
the original purpose. The original pur
pose is being amended to use those funds 
for another purpose. 

Mr. GROSS. Either that, or get it 
back into the U.S. Treasury? 

Mr. SMITH of California. The bill 
does not provide for that. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I want to make 
it clear for the RECORD that these ex
penditures are limited to the anthracite 
area of the State of Pennsylvania. It 
is an arrangement under a cooperative 
agreement with the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania that they are being so 
spent. 

Mr. SMITH of California. I thank 
the gentleman. That is my under
standing. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule provides for 1 
hour debate. I know of no objection to 
the rule and reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
:PENTON]. 

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Speaker, we are 
being called upon today to consider H.R. 
4094, which amends an act of Congress, 
approved July 15, 1955, Public Law 162 
of the 84th Congress, and which is 
known in the anthracite region as an 
act to provide for the conservation of 
anthracite resources through measures of 
flood control and anthracite mine drain
age, and for other purposes. 

This act provided for contributions by 
the Secretary of the Interior under the 
authority of the act to not exceed 
$8,500,000 to be matched by an equal 
amount from the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. Thus, was provided an 
amount of $17 million. 

The passage of Public Law 162 of the 
84th Congress was hailed as a godsend 
throughout the anthracite area. 

The act also provides that the Com
monwealth of Pennsylvania shall have 
the full responsibility of selecting and 
approving projects for construction, to 
be submitted to the Secretary of the 
Interior fbr financial assistance. 

Since the act became effective there 
has been utilized from the U.S. Treasury 
the sum of $3,500,000 which together with 
an equal amount from the Common
wealth of Pennsylvania makes a total of 
$7 million. There is therefore an amount 
of $10 million not yet utilized. 

It seems to me that many more proj
ects could have been programed but the 
Pennsylvania. Department of Mines just 
did not · do · so. Hence, this unused 
balance. Somebody down along the 
line-from the Federal Bureau of Mines 
to the Pennsylvania State Department of 
Mines-just did not function, in my 
opinion. 

One of the main objectives of con
twlling impounded mine water and 
flooding besides conservation of coal re
sources, is to save the lives of our miners 
and mineworkers. You will recall the 
breakthrough of the waters of the Sus
quehanna River, in which 11 or 12 min
ers lost their lives, and the bodies are 
not recovered. In another instance sev
eral other miners in my district lost 
their lives by a breakthrough of water 
from one mine into another. 

We had great visions of this law help
ing our industry. by conserving our coal 
reserves, and saving life and property. 
To say that I am disappointed in the 
slowing down of projects to a virtual 
standstill is to put it mildly. 

H.R. 4094 is a bill designed to utilize 
the balance of these funds, for, as the 
title of the amended act says: 

It is therefore declared to be the policy 
of the Congress to provide for the control 
and drainage of water in the anthracite 
formations and thereby conserve natural re
sources, promote national security, prevent 
injuries and loss of life, and preserve public 
and private property and to seal abandoned 
coal mines and to fill voids in abandoned 
coal mines, in those instances where such 
work is in the interest of the public health 
or safety. 

It also amends the act, Public Law 162 
of the 84th Congress to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to make finan
cial contributions on the basis of pro
grams or projects approved by the 
secretary of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania to seal abandoned coal 
mines and to fill voids in abandoned coal 
mines, in those instances where such 
work is in the interest of public health 
and safety, and for control and drainage 
of water, which, if not so controlled or 
drained, will cause the flooding of an
thracite coal formations. Said contribu
tions are to be applied to the cost of 
drainage works, pumping plants, and 
related facilities, but subject, however, 
to certain conditions and limitations of 
which the main condition is that they 
can utilize all but $1 million Federal 
money of the $10 million balance which 
shall be reserved for the control and 
drainage of mine water. 

If our Pennsylvania State Department 
of Mines and the Federal Bureau of 
Mines really feel and admit that there 
is no more need for all this money to be 
used for its original purpose then ob
viously it should be used at least for 
sealing abandoned mine openings and 
open pits in which I am in full accord. 
However, the aforementioned bureaus 
will have to bear the burden and blame 
for any future drownings or disasters 
due to mine waterfloodings and break
through incidents. 

There is considerable merit to closing 
the openings of abandoned mines and 
abandoned coalholes and strippings be
cause several weeks ago a small boy in 



15090 
•::,-•~, -~I "'t ,-i • (f ._- "' r- • " ,_.._ If* ,~ 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ~ HOUSE\ 
( . 

playing on our hilly and mountainous 
terrain in my district lost his life. by 
falling into one of the abandoned mines. 
And, right . here, 1 want to pay , my re
spects to the independent mineworkers 
in the Shamokin area. who are closing 
some ot those openings in cooperation 
with . the State. They have wo_rked in
cessantly so that accidents to children 
will be lessened. · 

Feeling as I do .about the mine drain
age problem I respectfully submitted ~ 
bill which ·would have retained at least 
$2 million Federal money of the l;>al-, 
ance-H.R. 7054-which the report on 
H.R. 4094 say.s was considered by the 
committee as was H.R. 6356 which the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania Congress
man SCRANTON introduced. 

H.R. 5356 by the gentleman fro_m 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SCRANTON] would, 
really do an _efficacious job for the an
thracite area. Its main purpose in ad
dition to health and ·safety, and con..: 
servation of coal reserves, · would be to 
seal apandoned openings and voids· in
side the mines. Of course this is a 
gigantic operation· and very meritorious. 
It was estimated by the Federal Bureau 
of Mines to- cost ·$40 million to do the 
joh. It. can therefore be seen that the 
finances to fill voids. in abandoned mines 
as envisioned b.y H.R. 4094 is only a 
drop in the bucket for what is necessari. 
to do a good job. 

When H.R. 4094 is up for amendment 
it is my intention to offer an amend
ment changing_ the ,$1 million to $1,-
500,000 of the \lnexpended Federal bal-: 
ance for retention and reservation for 
the control and drainage of mine water. 

Those of us who have worked in the 
anthracite mines know full well that 
there are hundreds and hundreds of 
miles of gangways-mai:q. passageways-: 
and breasts-working chambers-in our 
abandoned mines. These mines are 
abandoned because they are uneco
nomical to operate d"l;le to pools of bil
lions of gallons of water. This water 
threatens the property and lives of mine
workers in active mines. · 
· I therefore hope that my amendment 
wil1 be agreed to. This will allow the~ 
to use $7 million of the balance of ap-
proximately $10 million. · 

Mr. Sl\4ITH of California. Mr. Speak
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. DOLE]. · 

Mr. ·DOLE. ·· Mr.Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to speak otit of order and 
to revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman ' froni 
Kansas? . 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. Speaker, the Kennedy 

administration has apparently adopted 
a double standard in dealing with lobby .. 
ing activities ·of Federal employees de
signed to support or defeat pending leg.;. 
islation. · · · · · 

Only yesterday action was completed 
on the nearly $12 billion appropriation 
bill for independent offices such as· the 
Federal Trade- Commission, the Federal 
Power Commission, the National Aero~ 
nautics and Space Administration; and 
many others. Section 301 of this bill 
specifically provides that no part of the 
appropriations contained in the act and 

other funds · available for expenditure 
shall be used by any agency for pub
licity . or propaganda purposes designed 
to support or defeat legislation pending 
before the Congress. 

This section is a most proper and 
necessary one, but it seems strange to 
me that this same restriction should not 
apply to employees of the Department of 
Agriculture and related agencies. How
ever, when the $5-billion-plus agricul
ture appropriations measure was con
sidered on July 25 by the House · a 
similar amendment I offered would have 
prohibited the use of Federal funds "for 
propaganda purposes designed to sup
port or defeat farm legislation pending 
before Congress.'' This amendment was 
defeated by a vote of 172 to 118. 

There appears to be growing evidence 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture from 
top to bottom is more concerned with 
promoting pending legislation than ad
ministration of present agricultural pro
grams or control of interdepartmental 
activities. More and more examples are 
coming to light which indicate many 
county ASC committees send out news
letters to farmers marked "Official Busi
ness," and without postage, which are 
apparently primarily designed either to 
promote Kennedy-Freeman farm legis
lation or defend Secretary Freeman's 
mishandling of the Estes case. 

This also is being done at higher levels, 
the most recent example being a memo
randum dated July 24. I have a copy of a 
7-page memorandum from Horace D: 
Godfrey, Administrator ·of the ASCS, to 
all State ASC committeemen and State 
administrative directors, wherein God
frey requests all ASCS employees read 
his memorandum. The memorandum 
deals primarily with pending farm leg
islation before Congress and the Estes 
investigations being conducted in the 
House and Senate. This 7-page Godfrey 
memorandum is most interesting and 
for the benefit of the Members I will set 
out a portion of it which relates to pend
ing legislation: 

MEMO FROM THE ADMINISTRATOR 
JULY 24, 1962. 

To: State ASC committeemen and State ex
ecutive dire.::tors. 

From: Horace D. Godfrey, Administrator, 
ASCS. 

Subject: Some things that need saying. 
It has been sometime since my last memo, 

and I believe that most· of you understand 
that it has been pressure of work that has 
prevented me from keeping you better in
formed as to what is going on and what to 
expect in the near future. I will attempt to 
give you the latest information on a few 
items of interest and then some general com
~ents that I hope you will carefully read 
and see that all ASCS employees also read. 

FARM LEGISLATION 
We know that you wer~ as disappointed 

as we in the defeat of the farm bill in the 
Ho1:1se on June 21. Nevertheless, as I have 
previously" stated, we lost a battle but not 
the war. 

Again I would like to thank all .of you 
for the time a_nd effort that you put :forth 
to see that there :was a good understanding 
o:f the .proposals made by the administra
tio~. All of us together were not able . to 
correct the · misinformation · that had been 
spread near an~ far about our' proposals. 
The situation at present ls this·: Last week: 
the House passed a b111 which would con
tinue the existing programs for feed grains 

July 31 
and wheat :for another year, with a :few mod
ifications. The Senate has not acted on 
this bill but earlier voted for a bill similar 
to the one rejected by· the House. The par
liamentary procedure is such that there 
cannot be a conference between the House 
a.nd the Senate unless some action comes 
out of the Senate. Senator ELt.ENDER on Fri
day attempted to get unanimous coni;ent 
to take up the bill as passed by the House, 
strike everything after the enabling clause, 
and substitute the language of the b111 al
ready passed by the Senate. He was blocked 
in his efforts and on Monday the House 
b111 was referred to the Senate committee 
with instructions to report back by next 
Monday. 

The Senate committee may approve the 
House bill as written, may make minor or 
major modifications, or may strike all lan
guage after the enabling clause and substi
tute the language of the bill they have al
ready passed. Whatever comes out of the 
Senate committee will then have to be con
sidered by the Senate. If passed containing 
language different from the House bill it 
will have to go . to conference. If the con
ferees agree, the agreed-upon bill would then 
be voted upon in both the Senate and 
House. This means that there is little like
lihood of legislation before August 15. 

Follow your news media closely to see 
how things progress. 

Please note Mr. Godfrey states: 
We lost the battle but not the war. 

I think some of us on both sides of the 
aisle, would, take issue ·with this state
ment of Mr. Godfrey. It is a purely po
litical statement which is being mailed 
as I said, to · all .State ASC directors, and 
State c~mmitteemen with_ ins_tructions it 
be read by . al~ ASCS employees. 

The second and third pages of Mr. 
Godfrey's statement go into great detail 
about the Estes hearings and how they 
are not being reported properly by the 
press. The fallowing is a sample: 

INVESTIGATING COMMIT1'EES-HEAJUNGS 

Hearings are con tin ulng in both the House 
(under Chairman FOUNTAIN) and 1n the 
Senate (under Chairman McCLELLAN) .· The 
Fountain committee has been dealing pri
marily with gra1n and the McClellan com
mittee primarily with cotton allotments from 
the eminent domain pool. 

Neither committee has developed anything 
serious that has not already been reported to 
you. The McClellan committee has been 
quite critical of the Department of Agricul
ture, its organization, its functions, its al
leged failure to keep adequate records of 
meetings and decisions, its lack o:f communi
cation between offices in Washington, be
tween Washington and the field, and between 
State and county offices. It has been criti
cal of State and county committees for 
lack of knowledge of programs and for some 
actions. 

I have attended all of the McClellan com
mittee heari~gs, represen_ting the Depart
ment, and I must say that we have really 
co:z:ne out better than tb,e press has reported. 
As I stated in an interview last week "I am 
not being entirely critical of the pr~ss, be
cause I -realize that they have only so much 
space that they can devote to the Estes hear
ings and they wo-µld naturalJy , p~int th9se 
portions of the hearings that would lead 
citizens to read their papers; however, in all 
fairness, I do believe that they could have 
devoted more space to objective reporting of 
the hearings." As an example of what I 
mean, Senator ERVIN . (who is entirely fa
miliar with the transfers. from the eminent 
domain pool and the procedures followed by_ 
Estes and others in making these transfers 
as well as the investigation report) on at 
lease three different occasions has painstak
ingly led a witness through the procedure 
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for the benefit of the committee, the press, 
and those attending the hearings, but I hav~ 
yet to fin~ any mention of-this in the press. 

He also devotes considerable space de
f ending Secretary Freeman and the 
statements the Secretary has made con
cerning the Estes case. 

It is obvious, in my opinion, this memo:
ra.ndum goes far beyond the responsi:
bility Mr. Godfrey has as ASCS Ad
ministrator. There are other letters, 
from county ASC officers, and these of
ficers are still promoting the bill de
feated here on June 21 and still telling 
the farmers that the Kennedy-Freeman 
bill is the best way to assure keeping 
the Government out of the livestock 
industry. 

It is a clear example, if we actually 
have a law covering this type conduct 
as was indicated on the floor July 25, 
that this conduct is an abuse of it, eva
sion of it, and, in fact, a violation of it. 
I agree, the Kennedy-Freeman program 
needs a lot of defending and, certainly, 
needs a lot of selling, but it is high time 
Congress clearly expresses its intent that 
taxpayers' money should not be used to 
promote any pending farm program 
whether of this administration, the last 
administration, or the next. We are not 
being fair to the thousands and thou
sands of USDA employees who are try
ing to carry out their administrative 
duties by permitting politicians in the 
USDA to encourage their participation 
in any tug of war over Freeman's pet 
legislation. As a matter of protection 
to these Federal employees, and there 
are thousands and thousands of them, 
and as a matter of protection of the tax
payers this type activity should be 
stopped now and forever prohibited. 

Mr. REIFEL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. REIFEL. Has the gentleman 

from Kansas brought this to the atten
tion of the Department of Justice? 

Mr. DOLE. I am . working on a brief 
for the Department of Justice now. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speak
er, I move the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL

BERT). The question is on the resolution. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr HALL. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently, a quorum is not present. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speak
er, I move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Alford 
Alger 
Ashley 
Baring 
Barrett 
Bass, N.H. 
Battin · 
,Blatnik 

[Roll No. 182] 

Blitch 
Bolton 
Boykin 
Brademas 
Brewster 
Bromwell 
Buckley 
Byrnes, Wis. 

Cahill 
Carey 
Chenoweth 
Conte 
Cook 
Cooley 
Curtis, Mass. 
Davis, Tenn. 

Dawson Jones, Ala. 
Diggs Kearns 
Dingell Kelly 
Dooley Kilburn 
Evins King, Utah 
Farbstein Lesinski 
Findley Loser 
Fogarty McCulloch 
Frazier Mcsween 
Gallagher Mc Vey 
Garland Martin, Mass. 
Giaimo Mason 
Goodell Merrow 
Gray Miller, N.Y. 
Griffin Minshall 
Harding Moorehead, 
Harris Ohio 
Harrison, Va. Moulder 
Harrison, Wyo. Nedzi 
Harsha Nelsen 
Healey Osmers 
Hebert Peterson 
Hoffman, DI. Pilcher 
Hoffman, Mich. Powell 
Holifield Pucinski 
Ichord, Mo. Rains 
Inouye Rooney 
Jennings Roudebush 

St. Germain 
Santangelo 
Saund 
Scherer 
Seely-Brown 
Shelley 
Short 
Siler 
Sisk 
Smith, Miss. 
Spence 
Springer 
Stafford 
Taber 
Teague, Tex. 
Thompson, La. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thornberry 
Wharton 
Wickersham 
Widnall · 
Willis 
Wilson, Calif. 
Wilson, Ind. 

- Winstead 
Yates 
Zelenko 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 328 
Members have answered to their name~. 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

UPPER DIVISION OF THE BAKER 
FEDERAL RECLAMATION PROJ
ECT, OREGON 
Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

I move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider a-: 
tion of the bill (H.R. 575) to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to con
struct, operate, and maintain the upper 
division of the Baker Federal reclama
tion project, Oregon, and for other pur
poses. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill H.R. 575, with Mr. 
MADDEN in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair

man, I yield 6 minutes to the chair
man of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, the gentleman from Col
orado [Mr. ASPINALL]. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, to
day the Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee is bringing before the House 
two more small reclamation projects 
which are most important to the areas 
they will serve. The bill presently under 
consideration would authorize construc
tion of the Baker Federal reclamation 
project in the State of Oregon which 
would cost a little over $6 million. This 
1s a multiple-purpose project for fur
nishing- irrig~tion water to 18,000 acres 
of irrigable land in the Baker Valley, 
reducing flood damages which annually 
occur in the valley, and providing fish 
and wildlife benefits and recreational op
portunities. 

The Baker project is a small reclama
tion project, relatively speaking, but the 
maintenance of a healthy economy . in 
the Baker Valley and the city of Baker, 
an economy ba,sed upon agriculture, de
pends to a great extent upon its con_-

struction · and operation. The project 
would resolve a water shortage problem 
which has plagued the valley for more 
than 30 years. 

The lands that are presently irrigated 
have to depend upon natural streamflow 
for their water supply and consequently 
they receive only a partial supply. In 
most years, the lands are without water 
after the early part of July. Agricultural 
operations are therefore extremely un
certain and the crops that can be grown 
are limited. 

The principal feature of the Baker 
project would be a reservoir constructed 
on the Powder River upstream from the 
city of Baker which would store winter 
flows and surplus spring flows and per
mit their release as needed for irriga
tion. The storage of the spring flood 
flows would also considerably reduce the 
flood damage which occurs in the Baker 
Valley in most years. Furthermore, the 
reservoir would have a high recreational 
value because of its scenic setting, easy 
access, and a shortage of alternative op
portunities for the type of recreation it 
would provide. The Baker project would 
truly be a multiple-purpose development; 

The gentleman from Texas, WALTER 
ROGERS, chairman of the Irrigation Sub
committee which handled this legislation, 
will discuss the engineering and eco
nomic details of the project, so I will not 
go further into those aspects. However, 
I would like to si,eak briefly on a few 
of the reclamation· policies involved in 
this project: 

One of the policies involved is the 
matter of financial assistance to the 
project from Federal power revenues 
that are surplus to the amounts needed 
to repay the power costs. This goes 
hand in hand with the additional policy 
that the water users pay in accordance 
with their repayment ability. These 
policies grew out of passage of the Rec
lamation Project Act of 1939 which put 
into effect the multiple-purpose concept. 

It has been the committee's position 
that meritorious and economically jmti
fied projects in the Northwest should not 
be penalized because of the fact that 
there is no basin account established 
for that area. The committee believes 
that projects in the Northwest should 
receive the same treatment with respect 
to financial assistance from power reve
nues that is accorded projects in the 
central valley of California, the Mis
souri Basin, and the Upper Colorado 
River Basin. Since the water resources 
of the entire basin . contribute to . the 
generation of power, it seems appro
priate to provide for financial assistance 
to projects throughout the basin from 
Federal power revenues when those 
revenues are no longer needed to repay 
all of the power costs and interest on 
the power investment. Consequently, 
the committee ·has . approved and the 
Congress has passed several bills au
thorizing the construction of Northwest 
projects requiring financial assistance 
from power revenues. These include 
the Foster Creek project and the Greater 
Wenatchee project in the State of Wash
ington, and the Crooked River project 
and The Dalles project in the State of 
Oregon. 
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The legislation under consideration 
also involves the matter of what con
stitutes a family-size farm. The legis
lation includes language which would 
permit some adjustment of the 160-
acre irrigated land limitation provision 
of reclamation law in order to recog
nize the limited production potential of 
certain lands in the Baker project serv
ice area. Ownerships larger than 160 
acres would be permitted where the 
farm units include sizable percentages 
of poorer classes of lands. Because the 
Baker project has been criticized because 
of the large percentage of poorer classes 
of land it should be pointed out that 
this is land that is presently being ir
rigated. It is not a case of developing 
raw land in the poorer classes. 

The principle of establishing the size 
of ownership on the basis of productive
ness of the land is not new. It was ap
proved by the Congress for the Seedska
dee project in Wyoming and the East 
Bench unit of the Missouri River Basin 
project. In my opinion, this is a rea
sonable approach to the land ownership 
problem and is an approach which does 
not violate the family-size farm prin
ciple. As a matter of fact. in my opinion, 
it comes closer to the family-size farm 
principle than applying the 160-acre 
limitation "across the board" because in 
some areas 160 acres is more land than 
is needed for a family to make an ade
quate living. 

I would like to touch briefly on the 
matter of use of the reservoir for :fish
ing and for -recreation because of the 
nonreimbursable allocation that is in
volved. I believe that in the near future, 
Congress will establish a general policy 
for charging reasonable user fees at 
Federal recreational areas. There is 
legislation before my committee which 
provjdcs among other things for the es
tablishment of such fees on a uniform 
basis at all Federal reservoirs regardless 
of which agency of the Federal Govern
ment constructs them. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the In
terior and Insular Affairs Committee 
found the Baker project to be in com
pliance with the policies and procedures 
applicable to such projects. The com
mittee concluded that the project is 
needed to resolve the critical water prob
lem in the Baker Valley and stabilize 
the local economy. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe· this is a good 
project and it deserves the support of the 
Congress. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a great deal 
of respect and admiration for the chair
man of the full committee, my distin
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. ASPINALL]. and on most 
of the projects which come from our 
committee, we find ourselves in agree
ment. However, today we ar~ in dis
agreement and I would urge that this 
Baker project be defeated. 

First, let me say, in my opinion, it is 
not a good project. I do not care 
whether you use the standards which 
were formerly used by the Bureau of 
Reclamation to determine the feasibility 
of a project or whether you use the new 
standards that the Bureau now has. 

Under either set of standards, this proj
ect just should not be constructed. The 
land is so poor that the Bureau of Rec
lamation, which will do anything in the 
world to justify a project in the West, 
has had to violate every rule they have 
laid down to bring this feasible report 
to us. The sta,ndard of 160 acres for a 
family-size farm has been in the law 
for many years. It has been recognized 
as one of the principles that should be 
adhered to in all reclamation projects. 
The Bureau frankly admits that if the 
160-acre law is put into effect, this proj
ect cannot be authorized because you 
cannot make a living on 160 acres. So 
they reached up into the thin air and 
drew down a formula for which they 
have absolutely no precedent. This is 
just the opinion of several men who 
work in the Bureau as to what will be 
necessary to work out a family-size farm. 

One of the witnesses who appeared 
from the local area testified that the 
principal reason we should authorize this 
bill is that it would provide flood pro
tection for the city of Baker, Oreg. I 
realize that the gentleman was sincere 
in his statement. However, the gentle
man apparently had never read the com
ments of the Corps of Engineers, dated 
August 19, 1958, on this project. 

They indicate that if the Mason Dam 
and Reservoir is built on the Powder 
River they can allocate only $40,000 a 
year to flood control. The reason they 
say they can allocate only this small 
amount is that a great many of the floods 
that occur in Baker, Oreg., are caused by 
streams that flow into Powder River be
low the dam, and that if this dam is 
erected the flood damage that occurs in 
Baker, Oreg., will continue to haunt 
them, and in fact they say that if the 
reservoir should happen to be full it 
would create a worse flood hazard than 
you have at the present time. So, instead 
of being advantageous from a flood con
trol standpoint to the citizens of Baker, 
Oreg., this project could do them harm. 

A third feature of this bill I think you 
should know about is that we are going 
to ask the Bonneville Power Administra
tion to pick up most of the tab. You are 
going to do it because the ground is so 
poor they cannot possibly begin to pay 
more than a small fraction of what has 
been allocated to irrigation and lo and 
behold you, this project is not even a 
Bonneville power service area; it is com
pletely outside of the area and, there! ore, 
will contribute absolutely nothing to 
Bonneville. There is going to be no 
power whatsoever on the Mason Dam. 
This would follow a pattern the House 
established last week, because we are go
ing to pay for it out of the assets of this 
great fine project, Bonneville. I should 
like to call the attention of the House to 
the fact that last year the Bonneville 
Power Administration operated in the 
red to the tune of $18 million. 

All we are going to do is to increase 
the deficit that Bonneville will continue 
to operate under. 

Then, we passed a bill the other day 
called the farm bill, which authorized 
the Secretary of Agriculture to pay the 
farmers-and there are some right out in 
this area-who have their farms in the 

soil bank, and we are paying them not to 
grow anything on large portions of their 
farms; but, lo and behold you, here in 
this project we are asked to spend $6 
million in an area where the Bureau 
admits there is no economic justification 
for it, and to spend large sums of money 
in an effort to bring more land into pro
duction. 

What are they going to grow? The 
same things we are subsidizing in oth~r 
sections of the country. I do not know 
whether or not the House in its wisdom 
will pass this bill. I hope they do not, 
but I do not have much illusion that 
they will not, because this is election 
year; this is a year when "you scratch 
my back and I'll scratch yours," and we 
put in projects that otherwise would not 
pass, projects that have not been con
sidered heretofore. We have authorized 
big projects this year involving hundreds 
of millions of dollars, projects that in my 
opinion were not justified. Last week we 
voted for a small project up in Idaho, 
and I suppose this week we will author
ize one in Oregon and one in Washing
ton. But somewhere along the line when 
the Members go back home they are go
ing to have to face up to the responsi
bility of their citizens and their con
stituents to try and figure out where 
this country is going economically. 

The other day we noticed in the paper 
that France had come over and taken a 
lot of gold out of our gold reserves and 
gave us a lot of paper in return. We all 
know that the gold reserves we have in 
this country today are not sufficient to 
back up the money you have in your 
pocket. Yet we hear from the Appropri
ations Committee that they worry about 
it, they come in here and talk about it, 
but when one of these projects comes up 
out West they forget all about that, be
cause they say these projects will pro
duce untold wealth, they give you all of 
the extra benefits and they predict for a 
hundred years ahead all of the things 
they would like to throw in. I may say 
to my colleagues that if the House and 
the Senate of these United States con
tinue with the present fiscal policy we 
are following, we need not worry about a 
hundred years from now. because this 
country will not exist a hundred years 
from now if we follow these same incon
sistent policies with one branch of the 
Government taking land out of produc
tion, paying the farmers not to grow, and 
on the next farm have another agency 
of the Federal Government paying the 
farmers to produce. 

These are some of the reasons why I 
think the House should turn down this 
project. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex
pired. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. KYL. Will the gentleman go into 
a little more detail about this process of 
in~reasing the 160-acre limitation? How 
is that done? Under what formula is it 
done? 
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Mr. -SAYLOR. Well; the committee 

had presented to it from downtown a 
formula that said 160 acres of this land 
will not produce a family-size farm. 

Mr. KYL. That is 160 acres? 
Mr. SAYLOR. One hundred and sixty 

.acres. They· said that we will take a 
formula and will take so much of class 2 
land and we will give you about an acre 
and a half of class 2 land and we will eall 
that the equivalent of 1 acre of .class 1 
land. We will go on up here and we 
come to class 3 land and they will give 
you about 2½ acres of class 3 land to 
make up 1 acre of class 1 land. Then 
they will gi7e you a little better than 3 
acres of class 4 land so that you can have 
the equivalent of 1 acre of class 1 land. 

What it amounts to is that a father 
and mother and two children can have 
about 1,200 acres under this formula. 

Mr. KYL. This 1,200 acres would be 
land of such a nature that you could 
produce no more than the regular 320 
acres which would be permitted under 
normal circumstances? 

Mr. SAYI.OR. That is correct. 
Mr. KYL. The additional use of wa

ter would be there. It would take more 
water to irrigate it? 

Mr. SAYLOR. It would take more 
water to irrigate it and it would cost 
more to irrigate it and produce less. 

Mr. KYL. On the second point I 
think it should be made perfectly clear 
what financial arrangement is being 
made in relation to the project in con
nection with the Bonneville power set
up. Uader the original law, is it correct 
to say that the Congress anticipated or 
provided actually that any pro.fit from 
that Bonneville power system· and the 
repayment would go to the General 
Treasury of the United States? 

Mr. SAYLOR. That is correct; would 
go into the General Treasury of the 
United States. 

Mr. KYL. In other words, there is 
actually here, then, a violation of the 
original spirit and intent of that law? 

Mr. SAYLOR. There is no doubt 
about it. 

Mr . . KYL. And, under this procedure 
the irrigation costs which cannot be paid 
by the irrigators would be taken from 
the Bonneville power system which op
erated last year in the red at $18 million, 
even though the irrigated area is not be
ing served by Bonneville power; is that 
correct? · 

Mr. SAYLOR. That is correct. 
Mr. KYL. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. SAYLOR. I might say one thing 

-further, and that is this: If one does not 
think we have inflation built into this 
bill, one is not taking a good look at it. 
"If one will look on page 16 of the re
port, one will see how the estimated 
.cost of this project has increased from 
the date of the original legislation in 
the 1944 Flood Control Act from $1~580,-
000 to $6,168,000 as of February 1962. 
Then we placed in it an amendment 
which we have been adding to projects 
of this nature known now as the Haley 
-amendment, an amendment of our col
league, the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
HALEY]. Based upon the February 1962, 
priees, that means . that any increase 
from February 1962, is already bunt into 
it, and if it increases as fast from 1944 

down until · 1962, from $1.5 million to 
$6.1 million in the next years, as it is 
authorized, it will cost about $12 million 
to build it. 

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SAYLOR. I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. HALEY. Of course, the so-called 
Haley amendment is in these various 
reclamation projects for the purpose of 
merely letting the Congress of the United 
States know exactly what it spends, 
rather than giving them back-door au
thority and an open-·end authorization, 
is that not correct? 

Mr. SAYLOR. There is not any doubt 
about it. I am in favor of the Haley 
amendment, and I am delighted to have 
the gentleman from Florida put it in 
every one of these bills. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I propose to discuss 
briefly the physical and economic aspects 
of the Baker project which would be au
thorized by H.R. 5'75. As the gentleman 
from Colorado, Chairman ASPINALL, 
stated, the project is a multiple-purpose 
development for irrigation, flood control, 
fish and wildlife, and recreation. It 
would furnish irrigation water to 18,000 
acres of irrigable land in the Baker 
Valley of which about 4,000 acres are 
presently dry lands and about 14,000 
acres would receive a supplemental water 
supply, 

The principal feature of the project is 
a 100,000 aere-f oot reservoir which 
would be constructed on the Powder 
River about l8 miles upstream from the 
city of Baker. Other project works in
clude pumping plants and minimum 
basic recreational facilities. It would 
be the responsibility of the water user.s 
to rehabilitate and extend the existing 
diversion and distribution system, using 
their own funds. 

Storage of winter flows and surplus 
spring flood flows in the reservoir would 
provide about 27,000 acre-feet of water 
annually for irrigation use later in the 
year, aRd would also prevent substantial 
flood damage in the Baker Valley. The 
reservoir would be very valuable for fish
ing and for recreation as the gentleman 
from Colorado, Chairman AsPJ:NALL, 
stated. 

The estimated cost of the Baker proj
ect is $6,168,000 of which $4,355,000 is 
allocated to irrigation, $1,056,000 is al
located to flood control, $632,000 to fish 
and wildlife. and $125,000 to recreation. 

The allocation to recreation is the 
specific cost of land acquisition and con
struction of basic f aeilities. The costs 
allocated for flood contr-01 and to fish 
and wildlife would be nonreimbursable . 
The $4,355,000 allocated to irrigation . 
would all be repaid. The studies of the 
Bureau of Reclamation indicate that the 
water users could repay about $1,-
128,000 over a 50-year period. The re
maining $3,227,000 allocated to irrigation 
but in excess of the irrigators repay
ment ability would be repaid from the 
disposition of power marketed through 
Federa1 power facilities. As reported 
by the committee, the .financial as
sistance would come from the Bonne-

ville Power Administration. It is my 
understanding that the author · of this 
bill, the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
ULLMAN], will offer an amendment which 
will substitute the McNary powerplant. 
I am advised that there will be available 
from the McNary powerplant sufficient 
revenues to repay this Baker project ob
ligation within the 50-year repayment 
period provided in the bill. 

The economic studies covering the 
13aker project indicate that the benefits 
over a 100-year period of analysis would 
exceed the costs in a ratio of 1.28 to 1. 
On the basis of pmcedures which are now 
in effect, and which are considered by 
the Department of the Interior to be 
more realistic than those used at the 
time the economic studies for the Baker 
project were completed, the benefit-cost 
ratio would be considerably improved. 

Baker Valley has an elevation in ex
cess of 3,300 feet above sea level and a 
relatively short growing season. It is 
surrounded by vast acreages of dry range 
lands suitable only for livestock grazing, 
The presently irrigated lands are devoted 
predominantly to feed and forage to sup
port the livestock economy. Generally 
speaking. this cropping · pattern is ex
pected to be continued. However, with 
the firming up of the water supply, more 
flexibility in the cropping pattern will 
be possible. Testimony given the com
mittee indicates that some land would 
be diverted from feed grains to row 
-crops. 

Mr. Chairman, my subcommittee de
voted considerable study to the Baker 
project. We held hearings at which wit
nesses from the local area and from the 
Department of the Interior testified and 
were questioned in great detail. The 
subcommittee concluded that the Baker 
project is sound from an engineering and 
economic standpoint and meets the re
quirements for authorization and con
struction as a Federal reclamation proj -
ect. The project was approved by the 
full committee and is before the House 
with the recommendation that H.R. 575 
be enacted. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. 1 am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Am I to understand that 
this means the outlay of more taxpayers' 
money at 2 ½ percent interest? 

Mr. ROGERS ·of Texas. As a matter 
of fact, I do not believe there is any in
terest involved in this because this is 
irrigation and the funds allocated for 
irrigation purposes carry no interest 
charges. 

Mr. GROSS. I thought the report in
dicated the Bureau's use of 2 ½ percent 
interest money. Is not the Bureau using 
2 ½ percent interest money in this case? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. The Bureau 
of Reclamation? 

Mr. GROSSA Yes. 
Mr. ROGERS of Texas. l do not 

know. 
Mr. GROSS. What kind of money 

finances the M.cNary project? 
Mr. ROGERS of Texas. The interest 

is paytt.ble on the power feature costs 
and municipal water. It is the long
term interest rate on Government obli
gations. 
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Mr. GROSS. If not directly involved 
it does indirectly get the benefit of 2 ½ 
percent money. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. There is not 
any question about that. As a matter 
of fact, on the irrigation side of these 
projects there is no question that there 
is a direct subsidy of whatever the 
amount of difference between this money 
and that required to be paid on money. 
borrowed from private sources. On 
other items the subsidy would be the 
difference between the long-term Gov
ernment obligation interest and what 
would be required to be paid for money 
from private sources. 

Mr. GROSS. In this, as in all these 
other deals, the Government is borrow
ing the financing money at 3½ to 4 per
cent interest, is not that true? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I think that 
is true; I do not think there is any ques
tion about it. 

Mr. GROSS. How are we ever going 
to get ourselves straightened out finan
cially in this country if we continue to 
indulge in these practices? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I think you 
must justify these on whether or not 
they will contribute to the national prod
uct and build up the strength of this 
country commensurate with whatever 
subsidy has to be paid, whether it is for 
shipbuilding, or the foreign aid program, 
or the expenditure of money with heavy 
industry and other producers in this 
country, or whatever the subsidy may 
be that is involved. You have to weigh 
them out on this basis. 

Mr. GROSS. Is there no limit to how 
far we can go in the spending of bor
rowed money for purposes that are not 
urgent? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I think defi
nitely there is a limit. The gentleman 
and I certainly agree we ought to bal
ance the budget just as quickly as pos, 
sible and bring Federal spending into 
proper focus. These projects are in
vestments in America as opposed to in
vestments in foreign countries. 

Mr. GROSS. Could not projects of 
this kind wait a while? Do we have to 
commit ourselves to this sort of thing 
now? And for what reason? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I think we 
ought to continue to build the basic 
economy of the country. I think unless 
we do build this kind of project and 
keep the people in this country spread 
out as they should be in these different 
areas we will be asking for trouble that 
will be a great deal more than any prob
lem that could be created by this sort 
of legislation. 

Actually, in the beginning reclamation 
projects were much better than the ones 
now, there is no question about that, 
because there were more sites for these 
things, there was land that was better. 
As to the point the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SAYLOR] made with 
respect to the 160-acre limitation, when 
that 160-acre limitation was originally 
set down they had in mind one thing, 
the family-sized unit that would sus
tain the family. As these different units 
of Federal land were taken up, whether 
in Iowa, Texas, or any place else, the 
poor land was all that remained avail-

able. A man with good, productive 
land such as you have in Iowa would be 
at a greater advantage than a man out 
in the semiarid area with 160 acres. In 
other words, it would require more land 
for him to make a living for his family 
than in Iowa, where you have better 
land. 

Mr. GROSS. I am not opposed to 
reclamation, but I can find no good rea
son for bringing more land into pro
duction, as the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SAYLOR] said a while ago, 
when we are already producing huge 
surpluses in this country. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I thank the 
gentleman, he has been a strong sup
porter of America for which I commend 
him, and with which I agree heartily. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. HOSMER]. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, there 
are some 18,000 acres involved here, and, 
according to the statistics of the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. SAYLOR], 
which would permit one family to con
trol up to 1,200 acres, we are taking care 
of 15 families in this raici on the Treas
ury at a cost of about $400,000 each. If 
you gentlemen feel in good conscience 
you would like to take such a philan
thropic attitude for the benefit of 15 
families, that is your business, but it is 
my business to try to persuade you other
wise. As was the case with the bill we 
had up last · week, the Mason Creek 
project, this is another raid on the tax
payers, although that bill did not go to 
as great a depth in daggering the tax
payer as this project does. 

Think of it. Over 16 percent of the 
cost of this project is allocated to non-
1'eimburseable flood control, over $1 mil
lion out of the $6 million of cost. For 
fish and wildlife, you gentlemen who 
intend to vote for this bill, are going to 
OK putting up $632,000 of the tax
payers' money, for the fl.shies and the 
birdies and the possums, and so forth, 
that swim, roam, and fly around the 
wilds of Oregon. I can see where there 
is some justification if :•ou have a cat 
or a dog for going out and buying it 
some nice cat or dog food at the super
market and taking the money out of your 
own pocket. That is your own choice 
and your own money. But so far as 
these fl.shies and this wildlife of Oregon · 
are concerned, I do not think you are 
entitled to come back here to Congress 
and by your votes take the money out 
of the taxpayers pocket to feed them or 
provide whatever the other benefits may 
a.ccrue from so-called project to the fish 
and the wildlife. 

Another unconscionable thing-we 
hear now after all this committee work 
and everything else that has gone into 
this project-that the sponsor of the bill 
is going to come on the floor and offer 
an amendment to take its subsidy out 
of the Bonneville project and put it into 
the McNary Dam project. Who are we 
kidding by this kind of parliamentary 
legerdemain? The McNary project con
tributes int.o the Bonneville project and 
whether you take out the kilowatts be
fore they get into Bonnerville or after 
they get in there makes no difference 
whatsoever. 

This amount of money-this $3,227,000 
at a very minimum-$3,227 ,000 is going 
to have to be put up by somebody to pay 
for this project and it is going to come 
out of the taxpayers of the United 
States. You are going to take another 
$3,227,000 out of the pockets of your 
hometown taxpayers to put this pile of 
dirt and rock in that river up in Oregon. 
Again, I say this is an unconscionable 
way to come to Washington and operate. 

In answer to the question posed by the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GRoss] a few 
moments ago, the interest that is going 
to be paid on this monstrosity over a 
period of 50 years, mind you, and not 40 
years or any less time or reasonable 
time-no, 50 years-it is going to cost, 
if the United States only had to pay 2 ½ 
percent for its money, $7 million in in
terest for a $6 million project. 

If the United States pays 3 percent 
for its money, your taxpayers are going 
to have to spend $10 ½ million for a $6 
million project. 

If the United States pays 3 ½ percent 
for its money, your taxp~yers are going 
to be paying $15 million for a $6 million 
project. 

If the United States pays 4 percent 
for its money, your taxpayers are going 
to be paying $20 million for a $6 million 
project. 

Now which of these various interest 
rates will apply? Of course, the last 
interest rate will apply. The Treasury 
just went down and got some money and 
had to pay over 4 percent for it. That 
is the going rate. Do not kid yourselves 
about an average interest rate that 
Uncle Sam is paying. When this $6 
million ·plus goes out of the Federal 
Treasury, the interest that the taxpayers 
will pay on it will be at the 4 plus per
cent rate. That is exactly the kind of 
foolishness that this project involves
$20 million for a project that is going 
to benefit 15 to 30 families and the most, 
that it is going to enable them to graze 
some more cattle. Mind you, irrigating 
at this expensive price to feed cattle. 
That is what this project is supposed to 
do, and it will do it at an expense to the 
taxpayers which is outrageous. 

This project and the · others like it, 
coming at you one by one, is no more 
than a salami technique toward national 
bankruptcy. It is high time that this 
Congress came up with a sense of fiscal 
responsibility and in good conscience cut 
out this kind of foolishness. It will 
cripple and ruin the United States and 
plunge it into ever deeper debt forever. 
We will be taking the exact course Mr. 
Khrushchev wants us to take, bank
ruptcy, and he will get his socialism in 

. these United States that way. This is a 
prime example of the way to go about 
giving him what he wants. I call upon 
the Members of this House to vote down 
this project and to vote down these other 
expenses and to start living as sane 
Americans should live, having the future 
of our country in mind and with a re
gard to future generations of Americans 
who would like to have the opportunity 
that we have had to live in freedom and 
not in slavery. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. ULLMAN]. 
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·· Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I first 
want to express my sincere appreciation 
to -the chairman of the committee and to 
the chairman of the subcommittee for 
their diligence in holding lengthy hear
ings on this ,project, ·and for their con
sideration of this bill in the subcommit
tee and in the full committee. I sat on 
that committee for :a number of years, 
and I know the thoroughness with which 
the members act on projects that come 
before them. Let me say to the Members 
of the House that when a bill comes to 
them from the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs it has had no skim
ming treatment; it has had the most 
thorough kind of consideration. Every 
sentence and every paragraph is care
fully read and necessary amendments 
are adopted. I want to say that the gen
tleman from Colorado is one of the most 
· able men in this House. He knows more 
about reclamation problems in the West 
than any other person I am acquainted 
with. and I know when he sits as chair
man of the full committee legislation 
does not eome out unless it is sound leg
islation and good for America. 

The subject of Bonneville power rev
enues has been raised in connection 
with this bill. Fifty years or more ago 
it was decided that the water resources 
of this land were valuable, were vital to 
our future, and that they must be con-
1ierved and carefully husbanded if this 
Nation was to gr-0w and prosper. So it 
was at that time that the policy was 
established-that reclamation funds 
would be advanced and that no interest 
would be charged on those funds, be
cause it was felt that the values to the 
Nation of the water developed were such 
that the Nation should loan construction 
money without interest charges. It was 
back then, also. when they established 
the principle that flood control and 
related benefits should be paid from 
general revenues and should be a cost 
to the taxpayers of the Nation. 

It was then. too. that they made the 
decision--and it was a .sound one-that 
power revenues from Government proj
ects associated directly or indirectly in a 
basin with that project should help pay 
the cost of reclamation. This is a sound 
principle. It is a longstanding prece
dent. We find it in the Missouri Basin, 
in the Colorado Basin. and in the Central 
Valley of California. The same thing 
applies in connection with this project. 
At the proper time I will offer an amend
ment withdrawing such assistance from 
the Bonneville Power Administration 
and substituting power revenue assis
tance from the McNary Dam on the 
Columbia River in eastern Oregon. 
This will meet the objections of some 
who have opposed the use of future 
Bonneville revenues for reclamation as
sistance until such time as a basin ac
count is established. 

I have a letter from the Bonneville 
Power Administration which sets forth 
the fact that McNary Dam revenues will 
be available and adequate and I will in
clude it in the RECORD at this point: 

Hon. AL ULLMAN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

JULY 27, 1962. 

DEAR MR. ULLll4AN: We enclose herewith in
formation pertainlng to the construction 

costs and repayment period of the McNary 
Dam as requested by Mr. MacDaniel o:f your 
office. 

If we can be o:f :further service. please !eel 
free to call upon us. 

· Sincerely yours., 
MAX N. EDWAltD'S, 

Assistant to the Secretary and Legis
lative C-0unsel. 

J'ULY 27, 1962. 
McNARY Dill 

The ca-pltal cost allocated to commerctal 
power is about $280 million. This cost is re
imbursable with interest in a 50-year period. 
The last power generator went on the line in 
1957. Therefore, the repayment period wlll 
end in 2007. The annual payment required 
to amortize the capital cost is nearly $10 
milUon a year. · After payout of the commer
cial power investment, this revenue will be
come available for other purposes. 

The drafts of legislation to authorize the 
upper division o:f the Baker project provide 
for a 50-year repayment period following the 
permissible development period. It is pro
posed that the 1"ull 10 years will be allowed 
1"or the development period. Thus. the re
payment period wm extend to 60 years after 
completion of construction. 

The construction period is estimated at 
o years. Therefore, 1:f the project were .au
thorized this .session of Congress, the repay
ment period would extend to 2027. This 
will be 20 years after revenues from Mc
_Nary Dam become available. The assis
tance required by the upper divislon would 
require only about a third of 1 year's revenue 
from McNary Da.m after its commercial power 
investment is returned. 

The letter states that power revenues 
from the McNary Dam will be more than 
ample to offset the cost of that portion 
of this project that will be reimbursed 
through power revenues. 

This project meets the test of sound 
reclamation. Th~ Bureau of Reclama
tion has been making extensive studies 
in this area for years. Local reclama
tionists and farmers have planned for 
the project for the past 30 years. 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oregon has expired. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man. I yield the gentleman 4 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
National Reclamation Association, which 
is conservative in its approach to the 
problems of reclamation and water de
velopment, strongly endorses this proj
ect. I will insert a statement from the 
National Reclamation Association en
dorsing the project and stating the 
soundness of the planning and the pro
cedures in the project: 
THE NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION EN

DORSES THE BAKER PROJECT 

It has long been the policy of the National 
Reclamation Association to endorse non
controver.sial, sound reclamation projects 
that are economically justifiable and fina~
ciaUy feasible. The Baker reclamation 
project, Oregon, comes well within the cate
gory. 

The Baker project m~ets all the require
ments of the Federa1 reclamation 1aw and 
also all the policies and procedures estab
lished 'by the Congress over a period of 
years. It is the type of project the Na
tional Reclamation Association is proud to 
·support. 

WILLIAM E. WELSH, 
Secretary-Manager, National .Reclama

tion Association, Washington, D.C. 

Let me refer very briefly to some of 
the arguments that have been made 
J}ere. The acreage requirement provi
sion in this bill is not a new precedent. 
It is one that has been long established. 
It is the principle of a limitation of 160 
acres or its equivalent. It comes to the 
point that in some of the projects you 
have different classes of land, some of 
which are more productive than others. 
In connection with fully productive land 
there is no question but what the 160-
acre limitation applies directly. Other 
·1ands are less productive. and iet me tell 
you about these lands. In the Baker 
Valley we have a valley some 20 miles 
long. On one side you have the Elkhorn 
Range of mountains and on the other 
side the foothills of the Wallowa Moun
tains. It is a semiarid area, watered 
largely by mountain snow. That snow 
melts in the early part of the spring and 
runs off. By July 1 the water has been 
used and there is no longer any irriga
tion for the farmers of the valley. 

What we are doing here is building the 
Mason Reservoir above the Baker Valley 
that will hold onto the flow of the snow 
that is the main .source of water for the 
valley, so that those farmers can use 
these waters during July, August, and 
September when they need them so 
much. 

Many of the class 4 are lands located 
in the heart of the valley. They are 
lands that are in wild hay meadow. with 

· a high water table. These lands are pro
. ductive for cattle pasture. but they are 
not the kind of land that can be plowed 
up and intensively farmed. But when 
you get into the class 3. 2, and first-class 
land. you are dealing with land most of 
which can be plowed up and can be used 
for intensive row crop planting. 

Let us ref er now to the 4,000 acres not 
now irrigated. There is no new land in 
this project. All of the acreage is pres
ently in production. The 4,000 acres is 
mostly in grain production. When we 
get water on the project this land will 
come out of grain and no longer will you 
be producing crops that are in .surplus. 
It will go into intensified crops and row 
crops that are not in surplus. This proj
ect is not going to build up surpluses. It 
will take grain out of the warehouses be
cause these farmers cannot economically 
raise grain and pay the cost of irrigation. 
That has been the experience in these 

. high altitude .areas. They will produce 
crops on this land that are not in sur
plus. 

I urge your support of the bill. 
Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair

man, I rise in support of H.R. 5'1-5. the 
Baker upper division irrigation project 

· bill. The legislation, .sponsored by my 
able and skilled colleague. the gentle
man from Oregon. Representative AL 
ULLMA:N, would authorize the Interior 
Secretary to construct, operate, and 
maintain the upper division of the Baker 
Federal reclamation project for furnish
ing irrigation water to 18,000 acres of 
irrigable land in the Baker Valley. This 
would serve the purposes of preventing 
floods and providing fish and wildlife 
benefits and recreational opportunities. 
Due to dependence on ·natural stream
flow presently irrigated lands now 
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receive only a partial water supply pri
marily by :flooding during heavy spring 
runoff. After early July, usually, these 
lands are without water. The plari, 
whose principal feature is the Mason 
Dam and Reservoir, would regulate the 
Powder River to provide full irrigation 
water supply to 4,010 acres of presently 
dry lands and a supplemental water sup
ply to an additional 13,900 acres. Esti
mated cost is about $6.1 million. Studies 
indic'ate irrigators can repay about $1.1 
million allocated to irrigation over a 50-
year period following a 10-year develop
ment period. The remaining sum would 
be returned during the 50-year repay
ment period from the disposition of power 
marketed through the Bonneville Power 
Administration. 

There are two points which have been 
discussed, Mr. Chairman, today on which 
I would comment. One is the matter 
of repayment. Repayment is not a true 
measure of worth to the Nation of an 
irrigation project. It is a comparison 
of the total benefits with the total costs 
which determines whether the develop
ment would be a worthwhile national in
vestment. Such a comparison shows 
that the upper division is a good pro
posal. Repayment ability of farmers, for 
example, is normally only a small per
centage of the total benefits of a proj
ect. The second point is the matter of 
bringing in new land of marginal pro
ductivity or increas::ng the productivity 
of existing lands. The upper division 
project would provide an assist to an 
existing cattle economy. Estimates are 
that more than 90 percent of the lands 
in the division area would be utilized for 
the production of crops associated with 
the feeding of livestock. It would seem 
therefore that very little, if any, crops 
would be grown on the upper division 
that would contribute to agr iculture sur
pluses. 

This bill is a worthwhile ·measure. It 
has been ably shepherded over the hur
dles by the gentleman from Oregon, 
Representative ULLMAN, in his usual 
careful, det ailed, experienced fashion. 
The residents of his district are to be 
congratulated for selecting the gentle
man from Oregon, Representative ULL
MAN, as their represer1t&tive in Congress 
to pursue th~ir interests, the interests 
of Oregon and the interests of the Na
tion. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. LANGEN]. 

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
sure that it comes as no surprise to mem
bers of the committee that I rise in op
position to this project. I suppose that 
it may be said that some of the things 
I am about to say are going to be repeti
tious of what I have said about other 
projects. This might well be true. If 
they are, they are only that much more 
meaningful today because this project is 
even worse than the others that we have 
considered prior to this. 

If the Members will note, in the mi
nority views there is listed and identified 
10 specific objections. In other words, 
all of the objections that I have· previ-
ously raised to these kind of projects all 
apply here. No. 1, again, they are 
going t.> raise feed grains, alfalfa, pas-

ture and all of the other things that we termine how much money your family 
now pay people . not to raise, and this can earn." 
will mean exactly the same kind of an You heard some references here a 
operation. moment or two ago to the element of so-

Mr. Chairman, let us not be fooled by cialism, and so forth. I just point this 
this business of row crops. The deter- out to you, so that you can use your own 
mination on the part of the Bureau of judgment, about what is being- done in 
Reclamation indicates that there will be this project, where they predetermine 
no more than 600 acres of row crops in exactly what your income is going to be; 
the first instance, which is only the how much you are going to be able to 
equivalent of the new land that is added. pay of the cost of irrigation, which is 
So we are going to get the increases in less than the benefits. They have de
the surplus crops. But I want to direct cided it has got to be only 25 percent of 
my thoughts today to another phase of the cost, and this is all they can pay. 
these projects. Reference has hereto- And then they tell you how much will be 
fore been made to the effect that this left over. That is for you and your 
poor land that we are going to irrigate- family to live on. 

. as a matter of fact, more than 50 per- Mr. Chairman, as I mentioned in con-
cent of the 18,000 acres is class 4 land. nection with some of the projects the 
This is the classification of land that is other day, if you want to take this kind 
away ct.own at the very bottom. This, of formula and apply it to agriculture 
obviously, raises the question as to the clear across the Nation, this is the way 
wisdom of supplying water for the irriga- to open the door for that kind of pro
tion of this kind of land. As a matter - gram, and dictation by Government. I 
of fact, what we are doing here is this: ask the members of this Committee to 
It is about the same as trying to feed keep in mind, where else in the world 
your family on crumbs when you have this kind of formula and this kind of 
the refrigerator filled with choice foods. program is being used? 
That in itself would. be bad enough, but Yes, there are some real dangers here, 
when you add to this the fact that you besides the fact that we add to the budget 
pay twice as much for the crumbs as deficit and that we add to the national 
you pay for the food in the refri~erator, indebt~dness at this point; besides the 
then it becomes even worse. This mat- fact we are asking the taxpayers and 
ter of class 4 land and the way it is other farm people to make some severe 
handled intrigued me. I made every sacrifices in order to make this kind of 
effort to expl~re it to ~very possible an unfeasible project available. But 
degr~e. I quest10ned the witnesses at the with even all of these, in my humble 
~earmgs and then asked the Reclama- opini::m, they are not as dangerous as 
t10n people to co~e to our office. I the matter of having the U.S. Govern
asked the Reclamat10n people to come to ment calculate the exact income of fam
my office in order that they might offer ilies and determine how much land they 
some k.ind of an explanatio~ for these are going to be permitted to farm, and 
expenditures of money and m order to under what k ind of conditions they are 
obtain the formula which they intended going to be able to farm it in order to 
to use. They were completely unable to achieve a predetermined income. 
supply. any kind of any acceptable ex- What is even worse, we have examples 
planat10n. . . . now of where this sort of thing has been 

They supphed the committee with a done, and we have irrigation projects 
letter, as a_ ~atter o_f ~act, and to show that completely broke some of the fami
you how nd1cul?us it 1s, th.ey used two lies involved. What was the condition 
sample farms, either of which does not there? The very same as outlined h ere, 
show th~ perce~tage of clas~ 4 la.nd that where they were trying to irrigate pool' 
the entire proJect has :W?,1C~ 1~ m?re land. Did you note the reference h ere 
than 50 percent. A positive mdi~ati~m which indicated that a part of this class 
that they have not been able to Justify 4 land was land that had a high water 
the project. level? 
. ~r. Chairman, remember this: Even Ye~, this has gotten to the point in 
1f 1t were an class ~ land, that land some projects where it has become so 
would not be prod_uctr~e enough to P~Y ridiculous that where they started out 
b~ck .the cost that is bemg c1?-arged to ir- with an irrigation project in order to 
r1gat10n. If you cannot pay it bac~ from supply water for the land, they wind up 
class 1 land, how are you ever gomg to with a drainage problem if you will that 
do it on class 4 land, regardless of the they cannot solve and do not hav~ the 
formula~ ~hat you. ma:Y use, regardl.ess money to deal with it. This is the extent 
of a fict1cious apphcat1on of some kmd to which this kind of project can create 
of a formula that is supposed to figure problems, can become a hazard and a 
out an · outcome. But. let us. suppose burden to every citizen of this country. 
t~at we even accept this as. be1.ng some Mr. Chairman, I can do nothing else 
kmd of an approa~h to this kmd of .a but recommend to this Committee that 
pr?blem. .~hat disturb~ me more ~s the bill be ·defeated . 

. this: Why 1s 1t done? It i~ done. for this M SAYLOR Mr Chairman I yield 
reason, and the formula 1s .designed to r.. · · . • 
accomplish this objective: The Bureau such time as he f:llaY require to the gen-
of Reclamation is going to predetermine tleman from Ohio nv~:r. Bow]· _ 
what the income of a particular farm . Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan
family is going to be. Then they are go- 1m.ous ~o~ent to extend my remarks at 
ing to come onto that land and place a this pomt 1n the RECORD. • • 
particular classification on it and then The CHAffiMAN. Is there obJect1on 
say to that individual: "Here is how we to the request of the gentleman from 
are going to calculate your payments and Ohio? 
your income. We are going to prede- There was no objection. 
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Mr. BOW; ·Mr,. Chairman; once again 

we are asked to obligate the citizens of 
the United States for a large sum of 
money that we do not have and cannot 
get unless we add to the tremendous 
load of taxation and debt that already 
burdens our people. 

The World newspaper which came to 
our desks this week points up in new 
and even more frightening form the 
monstrous proportions of that debt. 

According to the World, it is now 
$1,242 billion. 

This means that every man, woman, 
and child in the United States has a 
:financial obligation of approximately 
$6,642. 

This is an obligation through the 
Federal Government alone. 

·Private consumer debt adds another 
$2,995 for every American. 

And the burden of debt imposed upon 
each of us through our State govern
ments adds $107 to this total. 

If there were any signs of caution in 
our Government, if anyone were talking 
seriously about retrenchment on the 
huge and wasteful spending programs, 
we might be able to consider in good 
conscience the relatively small sums 
asked for the development of resources. 
But this is not the prevailing situation. 
The House has just authorized the con
tinuation of the lavish foreign giveaway 
program, which will add $190 million 
to the interest Americans must pay each 
year. 

Another $190 million in interest, when 
already our extravagance is costing us 
$17,690 in interest payments every 
minute of the day and night. Who is 
it that can face this desperate fiscal 
situation and urge us to further obli
gate the citizens of this Nation? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. RooSEVELTJ. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, a 
few weeks ago when the farm bill came 
before the House, I spoke out on the 
question on the ever-increasing amount 
of surpluses that are piling up in our 
Federal storage bins throughout the 
country. As I said then, that feature of 
the present farm program disturbs me. 
In fact, as the Members will remember, 
the whole farm situation disturbs me. 
That concern was the reason I offered 
my amendment to require the Agricul
ture Committee to bring in an entirely 
new farm program to this House at next 
year's session. 

I am mentioning these things because 
the objection has been raised that at a 
time when we are trying to reduce the 
amounts of farm surpluses, Congress 
should not authorize reclamation proj
ects which would further increase these 
surpluses. · If this were so, that would be 
a very telling point. But the fact is that 
the lands affected by this project would 
not increase farm surpluses. The crops 
produced on the affected acreages are 
mainly forage and feed grains which are 
utilized on the farms or sold locally as 
livestock feed. Let me read here from 
the committee report: 

The added production of forage and feed 
grains will help to reduce overgrazing of 
the rangelands. This plan of development 

adequately meets the immediate require
ments of the area to stabilize and improve 
the existing cattle economy. 

We can see that the purpose Qf the 
project is to protect present investments 
in range livestock breeding herds which 
are a key part of the economy of the 
entire Baker Valley area. 

Another of the objections that I am 
particularly interested in is the one about 
the 160-acre family farm limitation. 
This issue is something I am familiar 
with because this provision has come up 
for a great deal of discussion lately in 
my State in connection with our great 
Central Valley project. It has been 
claimed that this project negates the 
historical homestead limitation of Fed
eral reclamation projects. It is certainly 
true that the project does allow for 
farms larger than 160 acres. But that 
is because 160 acres would not be an 
economically viable farm unit. 

There is nothing new about this pro
cedure of allowing farms larger than 160 
acres to be included when that was nec
essary. During the 85th Congress, we 
included the same provision in the legis
lation which authorized the East Bench 
unit of the Missouri River Basin project. 
We put the same provision in the Seed
skadee project in Wyoming. There are 
such provisions in Federal reclamation 
projects in my own State. This provi
sion just provides for the farms to be 
large enough to meet the costs of the 
project. 

Mr. Chairman, after careful consid
eration this would seem to be a worthy 
and needed project and I would certainly 
support H.R. 575. May I conclude by 
paying my sincere respects to the author 
of the bill, the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. ULLMAN]. His devotion to duty and 
keen analysis has won for him wide
spread admiration. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle
woman from Oregon [Mrs. GREEN]. 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks following the remarks of the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. ULLMAN]. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself the remainder of the time on this 
side. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to call to 
the attention of the members of the 
committee the report of the Bureau of 
Reclamation on this project, wherein the 
statement is made that without drain
age 9,700 acres of class 4 land is lim
ited or best suited to the production of 
meadow hay and pasture. This is a far 
cry from row crops hereto! ore ref erred 
to. 

Certainly I do not think we should be 
called upon to spend this kind of money 
to produce meadow hay and pasture. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I yield the balance of my time to 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
EDMONDSON]. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
have listened to some of the arguments 
against this project. Some of them are 
a little different, a little original, but 
most of them are advanced by Members 

who would be just as much opposed to 
this project if it were class 1 land as they 
are if it is class 3 .or class 4 land. If 
you have listened to some of these ·o:p
ponents, you know they would be against 
any kind of irrigation or reclamation 
project. I hope the House will give to 
their arguments about the same amount 
of weight that they have given when 
they have opposed projects in the past. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I yield to the 
gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr . . ASPINALL. Is it not true that 
this practice of having formulas to de
termine the income of farmers and the 
amount farmers can repay has been with 
the reclamation program ever since it 
started in 1902? If it is socialistic and 
communistic today, it was just that un
der former President "Teddy" Roosevelt 
and his successors in that office. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I think the gen
tleman is right about that. The only 
thing you can say about it is that it is 
good, sound business practice on the 
part of the Government to figure out 
what these income levels will be to be 
certain they will get repayment of the 
Federal investment. If being careful 
and trying to measure your income to 
be sure you will get repayment is social
ism, and I do not agree that it is, then 
I think we need more of it in connection 
with other projects of the Government. 

This project is designed to bring aid 
and relief to an existing area where such 
aid is urgently needed. It is located in 
the district of an outstanding Member 
of the House, a man whose champion
ship of projects in other sections of the 
country has been in evidence since the 
first of his service in the Congress, the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. ULLMANL 
Certainly I think it would be the height 
of unfairness to say that since some of 
the land covered by this project is not 
first-class land we are going to deny to 
these farmers the benefits of the recla
mation program. 

This program we have of providing 
supplemental irrigation water to an area 
where the economy is adversely affected 
by recurring water shortages is definitely 
in keeping with the policy of the Federal 
Government. It has been carried out 
largely by the Department of Agriculture 
in bringing aid to distressed areas 
through the Agricultural Research Serv
ice, the Soil Conservation Service, and 
numerous other Federal agencies in 
every State in the Nation. This project 
will help to stabilize the economy in an 
area where it is needed. 

Let me remind the members of the 
committee of this ~act also, that we have 
very clear precedents, precedents within 
the last few years for taking care of -
class 3 and class 4 land in irrigation 
projects. We had them in the 85th Con
gress in Wyoming, also in the East Bench 
unit of the Missouri River Basin project. 
We have had within the memory of most 
of the Members on this floor clear prece
dents. I hope the bill will be adopted. 

The CHAffiMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The Clerk will read the bill for amend
ment. 
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The Clerk read as_. follows; 
. _ Be tt enacted by tht; Senate and· House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
Apierica in Congr..ess assembled, ·That for the 
purposes of provi~i_µg irrlgatfon water, . con
trolling floods, cons-erving and· developing 
fish and wildlife, and providing recreational 
benefits, the Secretary of the Interior, act.;. 
ing pursuant to the Federal reclamation laws 
(Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, an.Q Acts 
ame~datory_ thereof or supplementary there
to) , is authorized to construct, operate, and 
maintain the facilities of the upper d~vislon 
of the Baker Federal· reclamation project, 
bregon. ·The 'principal works pt the project 
shall consist of a dam and reservoir, pump.:. 
tng plants, and ·related facmttes. 

SEC. 2. The period -provided in subsection 
(d), section 9, of the Reclamation Project 
Act of 1939, as amended (43 U.S.C. 485h), 
for repayment of the construction cost pi:op
erly chargeable to any block of lands and 
assigned to be repaid by irrlgators, may be 
extended to fifty years, exclusive of any de
velopment period, from the time water is 
first delivered to that block or to as near 
that number of years as is consistent with 
the adoption and operation of a var\able 
repayment plan as is provided-therein. Costs 
allocated to irrigation in excess of the 
aniotint determined by' the Secretary of the 
Interior to· be within the abmty of the irri
gators to repay within the repayment period 
determined under the provisions of this sec
tion shall be returned to the reclamatipn 
fund from net revenues derived by the Sec
retary from the disposition of power ~ar
keted through the ~onneville Po:wer Ad
ministration, which are over and above those 
required to meet atiy 1 present obligations 
assigned for repayment from such net reve-
nues. · · 

committee amendment~ On page 2, 
strike out section 2 and insert: · 

SEC. 2. (a) The period provided in subsec
tion (d), section 9, of the Reclamation Proj
ect Act of 1939, as amended (43 U.S.C. 
485h), for repayment of . the construction 
cost properly chargeabie to any block of 
lands and assigned ·to be repaid by irriga
tors, may . be extended to fifty years, ex
clusive of any development period, from _ the 
time w~ter ls first delivered to that blqck or 
to as near that number of years as ls con
siste~t with th_e ~option an~ operatlo;n, of 
a variable repayment plan as ls provided 
therein. · Costs allocated to irrigation in ex
cess of the amount determined by the 
Secretary to be within the ability of the 
lrrlgators to repay, within the repayment 
period or periods herein specified, shall be 
returned to the reclamatipn fund within 
such · period or periods 'from revenues de
rived by the Secretary of the Interior from 
the disposition of power marketed through 
the Bonnevme Power Administration. 

(b) Any , lands in1 the upper division of 
the Baker project, Oregon, which are held 
in private ownership by a person whose 
holdings exceed the equivalent of one hun
dred and twenty acres of class 1 land shall, 
to the extent they exceed that acreage; be 
deemed excei:s lands. No water shall be fur
nished to such excess. lands from, through, 
or by means of project works unless (1) 
the owner's total holdings do not exceed 
one hundred and sixty irrigable acres or 
(2) said owner shall have e)l:ecuted a valid 
recordable contract with respect to the ex.~ 
cess in like manner as provided in the third 
sentence of section 46 of tlle Act 9f May 
25, 1926 (44 Stat. 636, 649, 43 U.S.C. 423e) 
In computing "the equivaient of one hun
dred and twenty acres of class 1 land" unde:r
the first sentence of this section, each acre 
of class 2 land shall be counted as seventy
five one-hundredths of an acre, each a.ere· 
of class 3 land shall be counted as fifty-five 

one-hundredths of an acre, and each acre ·or 
class 4 land shall be counted as thirty-eight 
one-hundredths of an acre. · 

Mr. ULLMAN. ·Mr. Chairman I offer 
an amendment to the ·committee 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ULLMAN to the 

committee amendment: · On page 3, lines 
10 and 11, strike out "marketed through 
the Bonnevllle Power Adininistration" and 
insert "from the McNary project power 
facilities". 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, this is 
the amendment I ref erred to previously 
in my remarks. The portion of this 
project that will be repaid from power 
revenues draws on revenues from the 
Bonneville Power Administration in the 
committee bill. All this amendment 
does is withdraw that provision and pro
vide that the revenues ·shall come from 
the McNary Dam project which is a 
multiple-purpose dam on t~e main stem 
of the Columbia River in eastern Oregon 
in· the area of the project. · 

Mr. ROGERS of ·Texas. Mr. Chair
mar:i, · will the gentleman yield? 
' _Mr. ULLM_AN. I yield to the gentle

man. 
Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I have dis

cussed this with members of the com
mittee on this side, and they have no 
objection to it, ~nd so far as we ~re 
concerned we are willing to accept the . 
gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. ULLM4,N. I thank the gentle
man .. 

Mr. SAYLOR·. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I stated when we had 
the bill up last _week covering another 
project in the State of Idaho that we are 
establishing a precedent that will be used 
time and time again in . an effort to di
vert funds from the Federal Tre~ury. 
This project will .contribute absolutely 
nothing to the McNary Dam. That dam 
is on the main stream of .the Columbia 
River. _ Merely picking out pn_e of the fa~ 
cilities of the Bonneville Power Adminis
tration and charging that facjlity with 
the part of the project that concerns the 
water users does not make' it a good 
move. i am satisfied that if we allocate 
funds from an individual dam that all 
you have to do in the future to have any 
one of these projects justified is to find 
a good project in a district and forever 
and 2 days thereafter, you can· continue 
to attach projects to it that are not even 
in the area. One of the best examples 
I can point to is one we have in Idaho. 
We have the Palisades project. When 
it was authorized, it was authorized be:. 
cause the evidence given to the commit
tee indicated that this was a good rec
lamation project. Ever since that time 
there has been a decided effort in behalf 
of certain .people in tqat. ~rea to _attach 
worthless projects to the Palisades 
project. 

All you · are doing by this amendment 
is extending the payout period and vio
lating the contractwhich·Congress made 
whel) . they authorized · these original 
prpjects. -When _the McNary Dam was. 
authorized,'_ it was safd, .it would con~· 
tribute funds- toward tpe paying out of 

the Bonneville system, -and the revenues 
thereafter were 'to be paid into the Treas
ury of the United States. This is a viola
tion of · that contract ·and I hope the 
amendment will be defeated. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I take-.this time only 
for the purpose of stating to the mem
bers of the committee that this is not a 
new principle as far as reclamation de
velopment is concerned; this has been 
done several times heretofore. It . is a 
regular process as far as basin accounts 
are concerned, as I _said in my opening 
statement. When we authorized the 
Foster Creek project and the Greater 
Wenatchee project in the State of Wash
ington we attached them to the -net 

·revenues of the Chief Joseph Dain. At 
that time there was no apparent opposi
tion. Also, when we authorized the 
Crooked River project and the Dalles 
project, which are projects in Oregon~ 
we attached them to the net revenues 
of the Dalles Dam project. These proj
ects have been or are being constructed 
with the authorized policy approved by 
Congress that what the irrigators are uri
able to pay of the costs of the project 
allocated to irrigation will be repaid from 
net revenues from these particular power 
projects. It is one of the policies of the 
reclamation program, that reclamation 
pays its own way, that is the construc• 
tion costs allocated to irrigation. . There 
is the interest subsidy, yes, but this is 
off set by the benefits that the Federal 
Government is· able to get from the reve
nues that flowi:rom reclamation projects 
in areas where there would be but lim
ited, if any, contributions from such 
areas to the Government, if the reclama
tion programs were not in existence and 
contributing to the local and national 
welfare. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Oregon. · 

The amendment was agreed ·to. 
The CHAffiMAN~- The question re

curs on the committee amendment as 
amended. 

The committee amendment as amend
ed was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
f?Ec. 3 . (a) The Secretary of the Interior 

ls authorized, in connection with the upper 
division of the Baker project, to construct 
minimum basic public recreation facilities 
and to arrange for the operation and main
tenance of the same by an apprppriate State 
or local agency or organization. The cost 
of constructing such facilities shall be non~ 
reimbursable and nonreturnable under the 
reclamation laws. 

(b) The Secretary may make such reason
able provision in the works authorized by 
this Act as he finds to be required for the 
conservation and development of fish anct 
wildlife in accordance _with the ,provisions 
of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
(48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661-
666c, inclusive), and the portion of the con
struction costs ' allocated to· these ·purpoies' 
and to flood control, together with an appro
priate share of ·the operation, maintenance, 
and replacement co.sts therefor, shall be non
reimbursable and nonreturnable. Before the 
works are transferred to an irrigation · water 
user's organization {or. care, Qperatlon, and 
maintenance, the organization shall have 



:f.962- ,CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 15099 
agreed to operate them in a manner satisfac
tory . to . the · Secretary 6! the InteriQr- with 
respect to a,ehieving. the fish and wildlife 
benefits, and to return the works to the 
United States for care~ operation, and main
tenance in the event o! -failure to comply 
with the requirements to achieve such bene
fits. 

( c) The works authorized in this Act 
shall be operated !or flood control in ac
cordance with regulations prescribed by the 
eiecretary of the Army pursuant to section _7 
of the Flood Control Act approved Septem
ber 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887). 

SEC. 4. There are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated out of any moneys in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated such 
sums as will be necessary to carry out the 
purposes of this Act. 

With the following committee amend-
:oo,ent: · 

Page 5, line 13, insert: 
SEc. 4. There is hereby authorized to be 

appropriated for construction of the Baker 
Federal_ reclamation project the sum of 
$6,168,000 (February 1962 prices), plus or 
minus such amounts, if any, as may . be . 
justified by reason of ordinary fluctuations 
in construction costs as indicated by engi
neering cost indexes applicable to the types 
of construction involved herein. There are · 
also authorized to be appropriated such ad
ditional sums as may be required for op
eration and maintenance of the project. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the r~le the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. MADDEN, Chairman of the Commit
tee of th~ Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that the Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
H.R. 575 to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to construct, operate, and 
maintain the upper division of the Baker 
Federal recl~ation project, Oregon, 
and for other purposes, pursuant to 
House Resolution 730, he reported the 
bill back to the House · with sundry 
amendments adopted in the Committee 
of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote, demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. . The question · is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I object 

to the vote on the ground that a: quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Under the order of 
last week, further proceedings in con .. 
nection with this bill will be postponed 
until tomorow. Does the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania withdraw his point 
of order? 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my point of order. 

THE SPOKANE VALLEY PROJECT, 
WASHINGTON 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consid~ 
eration of the bill (S. 2008) to amend 
the act of September 16, 1959 (73 Stat. 
561, 43 U.S.C. 615a), relating to the con
struction, operation, and maintenance of 
the Spokane Valley project. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill S. 2008, with -Mr. 
ABERNETHY in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair

man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. ASPINALL], chair-
man of the committee. · 

. Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman this 
legislation involves another small' rec
lamation project which is very impor
tant to the area it serves. The bill 
would amend the act passed in 1959 to 
authorize construction of · the Spokane 
Valley project, Washington. 

Amendment of the 1959 act is neces
sary because the Spok~ne Valley proj
ect has been considerably modified since 
it was authorized. The area to be ir
rigated by the project has been reduced 
domestic · water service has been added 
as a principal project purpose, and the 
cost of the project has increased because 
it has been found necessary, due to soil 
conditions, to use more expensive pipe 
than was originally planned. · 

The Spokane Valley project lands are 
located along the Spokane River just 
east of the city of Spokane, Wash. Un
der the modified plan, 7,250 acres would 
be served rather than 10,290 acres as 
provided for in the 1959 act. The lands 
close to Spokane are being subdivided 
more and more into part-time farms and 
rural homesites and this accounts for the 
need for making municipal water serv
ice a project purpose. 

The Spokane Valley project works 
consist primarily of an underground 
pipe distribution system to replace a 
gravity system which presently diverts 
water from the Spokane River. The . 
existing gravity system is deterioratmg 
rapidly and is in danger of failure at any 
time. It has already far outlived its life 
expectancy. It has been determined 
that · the proposed system of pumping 
from the unJ.erground reservoir would 
better meet the needs of the area than 
replacement of the gravity system. 

Chairman WALTER ROGERS of the Irri
gation Subcommittee which handled this 
legislation will discuss the engineering · 
and economic details of the project as 
it has been modified by S. 2008. 

I would like to speak very briefly on 
the reclamation policies which are in
volved. One of tlie policies is the mat
ter of financial assistance to the Spokane 
Valley project from power revenues of 
the Chief Joseph Dam project, a ''run of 
the river" power development in the 
same general vicinity. This assistance 

goes only to irrigation development. 
The amount allocated to municipal wa
ter will, of course, be repaid with interest 
by the municipal water users. 

The situation is a little ditrerent for 
the Spokane Valley project than it was 
for the Baker project because, in 1952, 
Congress passed legislation which pro
vided that revenues from Chief Joseph 
Dam project over and above those needed 
to repay the power costs with interest 
could be used to assist irrigation devel
opment in the area. Congress has al
ready . approved two other . projects that 
are financially assisted by revenues of 
the Chief Joseph power facilities. They 
are the Foster Creek project and the 
Greater Wenatchee project. 

As I stated in the debate on the Baker 
project, the policy of assisting irrig-ation 
development from power· revenues goes 
hand m hand with the additional policy 
that water users pay in accordance with 
their repayment ability. Both of these 
·Policies grew out of passage of the Rec
~amation Project Act of 1939 which put 
mto effect the multiple-purpose con
cept. It is necessary, in the Northwest 
to attach these small irrigation project~ 
to specific power· facilities since there 
has been no basin account authorized 
for Northwest such as presently exists 
in the Central Valley of California the 
Missouri Basin, and the Upper Colo~ado 
1?ver Basin. It is the committee's posi
~1on. that merf torious and economically 
Ju.stifled proJects in the Northwest 
should .not be penalized because of the 
fact that there is no basin account 
established for that area. 

Mr . . Chairman, the Interior and . In
sular Affairs Committee found the Spo
ka1:e. V~lley project as modified by this 
leg1slat10n to be a very meritorious de
v~lopment which complies with all poli
e1es and J)rocedures applicable to such 
projects. It is one of the better small 
projects to come before the committee 
The committee concluded the project i~ 
urgently needed because of the condition 
of the existing system and recommends 
that this amendment to the 1959 act be 
approved. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 5 minutes. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman I make 
the point of order that a quor~ is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. 

Sixty-three Members are present, not 
a quorum. The Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol
lowing Members failed to answer to 
their names: 

Al!ord 
Andersen, 

Minn. 
An!uso 
Ashley 
Auchincloss 
Ayres 
Baring 
Barrett 
Bass, N .H. 
Bass, Tenn. 
Battin 
Blitch 
Boggs 
Bolton 
Boykin _ 
Brademas 

-[Roll No. 183 J 
Brewster 
Bromwell 
Buckley 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cahill 
Carey 
Celler 
Chenoweth 
Coad 
Conte 
Cook 
Cooley 
Curtis, Mass. 
Davis, Tenn. 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Donohue 

Dooley 
Evins 
Fallon 
Farb6tein 
Feighan 
Findley 
Frazier 
Friedel 
Gallagher 
Garland 
Garm.atz 
Gilbert 
Granahan 
Gray 
Griffin 
Harris 
Harrison, Ya. 
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Harrison, Wyo. Miller, N.Y. Sheppard 
Harsha Minshall Short 
Hebert Moorehead, Siler 
Hoffman, Ill. Ohio Sisk 
Hoffman, Mich. Morrison Slack 
!chord, Mo. Moulder Smith, Iowa 
Jennings Nedzi Spence 
Kearns Nelsen Springer 
Kilburn Osmers Stafford 
King, Utah Peterson Steed 
Kirwan Philbin Taber 
Kitchin Pilcher Thompson, La. 
Kluczynsld Powell Thornberry 
Kowalski Price Van Zandt 
Latta Pucinski Whalley 
Lesinski Rains Whitten 
Loser Rooney Wickersham 
Mcsween Roudebush Wilson, Cali!. 
McVey Santangelo Wilson, Ind. 
Macdonald Saund Winstead 
Martin, Mass. Scherer Yates 
Mason Seeley-Brown Zablocki 
Merrow Shelley Zelenko 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr . .ABERNETHY, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that the Com
mittee having had under consideration 
the bill S. 2008, and finding itself with
out a quorum, he had directed the roll to 
be called when 314 Members responded 
to their names, a quorum, and he sub
mitted herewith the names of the 
absentees to be spread upon the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
. The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman frorp Iowa [Mr. 
KYL]. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, the orderly 
development of wise irrigation and 
reclamation projects in this country has 
been of immeasurable benefit. This is 
a most worthwhile program which has 
made a great contribution to the Na
tion. However, Mr. Chairman, I fear 
that we are doing violence to the con
cept of development through irrigation 
and reclamation programs. We have 
had ample evidence that individuals who 
are interested in public power programs 
have at times attached themselves to 
this process. Now I fear we are reach
ing the day when we are receiving with 
the label of irrigation, projects which 
might better be called community facili
ties matters. 

Mr. Chairman, I look at this irriga
tion and reclamation program in an un
prejudiced fashion. My own State is 
not one of the reclamation States and 
because I am deeply interested in the 
development of a good program I am 
concerned about the things we are doing 
to it. It is not easy to oppose any of 
these measures when they come from a 
committee consisting of individuals like 
the gentleman from Colorado and the 
gentleman from Texas who have worked 
so long and so diligently and so wisely 
in this field. It is not easy, either, when 
I have had to spend a great deal of time 
arguing with my colleagues, the gentle
man from Washington [Mr. HORAN], the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
PELLY], and the gentlewoman from 
Washington [Mrs. MAY], who certainly 
have tried hard to convince me that in 
this case I am wrong. 

What we have here in this bill is a 
reduction of an original project. The 
original called for 10,298 acres which 
has been reduced now to a total of 7,250 
acres. At the same time, the cost of 
the construction of this project has been 
increased because we have changed some 

of the requirements for pipe and other 
materials to be utilized. 

Mr. Chairman, this in itself is worth 
mentioning, I believe. It does prove 
that these programs which come to us 
as suggestions from the Bureau of 
Reclamation are not always as good as 
the sales pitch might indicate. Either 
this program now is too expensive or in 
the original instance the Bureau had 
miscalculated on the factors involved in 
the construction. But this is not the 
significant factor that I want to relate 
in connection with this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the area to be irri
gated in this instance is primarily a 
residential and industrial area. The. 
population of this area has been grow
ing at a rate of 20 percent each year. 
Some of the portions of this district as 
originally established have asked to be 
released because they found they were 
no longer in a properly conceived irri
gation district, but were actually in an 
urban area. 

This, is an industrial area. To those 
who feel that an irrigation project is 
primarily agricultural-and I notice the 
report on this measure indicates that it 
is primarily agricultural-I say that the 
average acreage per person or per fam
ily involved here is about 7 acres. This 
is the size tract on the average. You 
will find that this area is heavily popu
lated and that many of the plots in the 
designated area are as small as one-half 
acre. Some of these places · are, of 
course, occupied by people who do part
time farming or who simply utilize the 
space as a residential site. This is the 
only direction in which this fast-grow
ing, very fl,ne American city can move. 
There is ample evidence that it is moving 
in this direction. If there is any ques
tion concerning that point, I might call 
to the attention of the committee an 
article from the Spokane Review. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa has expired. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self an additional 5 minutes. 

There is an article from the Spokane 
Review of Thursday, July 26, 1962, 
which is headlined "Spokane Valley Res
idents Name Incorporation Chiefs." 
This is the second or third article in a 
series of articles indicating that the peo
ple of this Spokane Valley area are even 
considering naming their new town, if 
it is developed, Spokane Valley. They 
are trying to establish here an incor
porated city of 40,000 people which will 
make it one of the largest cities in the 
State. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the area that is 
now under consideration as a reclama
tion and irrigation project. This is a 
populous area. It is an urban area 
which is rapidly becoming more urban
ized. 

Mr. Chairman, I say again I think this 
bill might more properly be considered as 
a community facilities bill than an irri
gation and reclamation project. 

Now, to go on to another point which 
is involved here, and we had the same 
issue in relation to the project on which 
we just concluded debate, there is the 
matter of usiQg funds from Federal' 
power projects to pay for irrigation costs 
which cannot be covered through the 

production., . thra-uglt the earning of 
money~ on the. actual irrigated acres. 
True, there is precedent. Certainly, we 
have precedent for using power funds 
for irrigation projects, but it has always 
seemed to me that there should be some 
relationship between power projects and 
the area to be served by irrigation or 
reclamation. 

Mr. Chairman, in the bill we just con
sidered we intend to use river water for 
an irrigation system. There is a broad 
development through controlling an(l 
through damming of the river. 

In this Spokane Valley project we pro
pose to take funds from the Chief Joseph 
power facilities to help pay the irrigation 
costs, but we are not taking one drop ·of 
water from that river or its tributaries to 
irrigate this land. The water which will 
be utilized in this project, unless I have 
been completely misled, is water which 
will be pumped from the ground from 
wells and from underground reservoirs, 
if you want to call them that. This is· 
the water which will be utilized. It is 
not in connection with a flood control 
project or a power project. But we con
sider that we can tie them together 
through this kind of a relationship: This 
area is drained by tributaries which flow 
into the main stream and which have 
been dammed for power development and 
so on. We can tie them together. This 
makes a relevant tieup which excuses 
the charges of irrigation cost to the Chief 
Joseph Dam. 

I do not know but what we are actually 
perhaps seriously injuring the people 
who are going to live in this area. If 
the population growth continues, if the 
urbanization continues, we may very 
soon, if this bill is adopted, have a situa
tion in which we want to develop resi
dences and industries in this area but 
because we have an irrigation cost en
cumbering the property it will be im
possible to make a proper and desirable 
use of the land. 

Because of these and other factors I 
do not think this is a good irrigation and 
reclamation project. I do not think this 
bill should be passed. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? . 

Mr. KYL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

Th.ere was no objection. . _ 
Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, again, let 

me say that before we obligate the tax
payers for this additional expenditure, 
we must consider where we stand finan
cially today. 

The latest issue of the Economic Trend 
Lin~ Studies points out that the Na
tion's net indebtedness is about $1 tril
lion at this time. 

It has taken 186 years to build up the 
first trillion dollars of indebtedness, and· 
most of it has been accumulated by the 
extravagance with which we have treated 
ourselves since 1930: The volume of debt 
is five times larger today than in 1929. 

But we will not need another 186 years 
to accumulate the second trillion. 
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At the present rate of lnerease, an · 

average of $50 billion f-or the last 4 years. 
we will inake that second trillion in 20 
years, not 186. · 

Twice this year we have raised the debt_ 
ceiling. 
. The Government's financial affairs are _ 

discussed in terms that defy comprehen
sion. 

What American can tell us what $1 
trillion would buy? What has it bought 
for us as we accumulated this terrific 
debt? The answer is inflation, economic 
uncertainty, inability to compete with 
other nations, and the stagnation of our 
business life. . 

We are spending $17,690 every minute 
that I speak on interest on this debt. ·we 
have burdened every newborn baby with 
$6,642 in debt. 

Can we afford to authorize any addi
tional expenditures., or is it time to call 
a halt? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, my remarks will be di
rected to the engineering and economic 
aspects of the Spokane Valley project 
in the State of Washington as modified 
by the legislation we have under con
sideration today. As Chairman ASPINALL 

stated, the project was authorized in 1959 
but it has been necessary to redesign the 
works to meet present conditions. Fol
lowing autborization4 some of the :land
owners withdrew from the irrigation 
district. resulting in a decrease in acre
age to be .served. At the same time, the 
need for municipal water .service to the 
area became apparent. The !increase in 
cost is due primarily to substitution of 
more expensive pipe as a result of recent 
experience with soil conditions similar to 
those encountered in the Spokane Valley 
project area. A new district has been 
formed embracing the 7,250 ·acres which 
the modified project would serve. 

The project water supply of ·about 
18,420 acre-feet annually would be 
pumped from the ground water aquifer 
into 10 separate systems each consisting 
of one or more wells, multiple pumping 
units, and a tank reservoir. The munic
ipal water would be distributed through 
separate systems by tapping the main 
supply line at controlled points. These 
separate systems for municipal water 
distribution are not part of the project 
plan and would be provided by the mu
nicipal water users. 

The estimated cost of the project 
facilities under the modified plan is 
$7,178,000 of which $6,141,000 is allo
cated to irrigation and $1,037,000 is al
located to municipal water supply. The 
entire cost of the project would be repaiq, 
including interest on that part allocated 
to municipal water supply. 

Repayment studies by the Bureau of 
Reclamation indicate that the irrigation 
and municipal water users could repay 
$5,963,000 or 82 percent of the total proj
ect cost in a period of 50 years. If the 
irrigation water -users are only required 
to pay for 40 years, the amount would 
be reduced to about $3 million. The .Sec-
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retary 'of the· Interior has the authority 
under general reclamation law to work 
out the repayment arrangements with 
the water users. The Department of the · 
Interior has recommended a 50-year re
payment period. That part of the irri
gation cost which is not repaid by the 
irrigation and municipal water users 
would be repaid from power revenues 
of the Chief Joseph Dam project. 

From an economic standpoint, the 
Spokane Valley project is one of the 
best which the committee has consid
ered. The economic studies of the Bu
reau indicate that the benefits of the 
modified plan of development would ex
ceed the cost in a ratio of 3.89 to 1 
over a 100-year period of analysis. 

Location of the project lands in re
lation to the city of Spokane has a very 
strong influence on the agricultural 
economy which has developed in the 
area. The areas that are furthest from 
the city are utilized primarily for full
time farming operations. Those close to 
Spokane are more highly subdivided in 
part-time farms and rural homesites. 
About 20 percent of the irrigable land 
is now devoted to fruit and truck crop 
production and the amount of land de
voted to these er.ops is expected ,to in
crease. The land presently in alfalfa, 
small grain, and pasture will continually 
decrease. The principal agricultural 
use of the lands in the urban areas is for 
gardens and berries. 

Mr. Chairman, my subcommittee held 
hearings on this legislation and gave to 
it a great deal of study and considera
tion. The subcommittee concluded that 
the project as modified by S. 2008 was 
physically and economically- sound and 
that it meets all the usual requirements 
for authorization and construction. The 
legislation is before the House today 
with a favorable recommendation from 
both the Subcommittee and the Full 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. noRANJ. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, as au
thor of the House bill I should like to 
thank the committee for being so patient 
with me during the years we have con
sidered the rehabilitation of the Spokane 
Valley. My interest in the valley which 
extends east from Spokane to the Idaho 
boundary has extended over 12 years. 
This valley around the turn of the cen
tury naturally became the garden sup
ply area of that great hub of what we 
call the Inland Empire. Many small ir
rigation projects have been established 
in this area. Water of the Spokane 
River is carried to these project lands 
by wooden flumes or concrete ditches 
from a point in nearby Idaho. 

Through the years, these projects have 
deteriorated to the point that many are 
in a state of collapse. Those who are re
sponsible for the operation and mainte
nance of these projects have been hard 
put to keep them in· operating condition. 

It has become obvious that the pres
ent facilities will have to _ be rehabili
tated to insure a continued water sup
ply · to grow the crops consumed in 
nearby Spokane. 

We were successful 3 years ago in get
ting a bill through which provided for 
this rehabilitation. This bill encom
passed 10,290 acres stretching from the 
eastern Spokane city limits to the Idaho
Washington boundary. Eleven water 
users in Idaho were included in the proj
ect. But the people of the area near 
Spokane, within a 3-mile area from the 
city limits out to where the present proj
ect begins elected to withdraw for various 
reasons. Consequently, this bill amends 
the bill originally passed in 1959. As I 
have previously stated this project is 
very badly needed. It is true that a 
certain percentage of the project acre
age is composed of small units. Through 
the years several of the larger tracts 
have been broken up and subdivided into 
smaller units. 

There are some small part-time farms. 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentle

man. 
Mr. ASPINALL. 'nlis is ·nothing new · 

in reclamation programs. 
Mr~ HORAN. Not at all. 
Mr. ASPINALL. The gentleman from 

Colorado now speaking comes from ·an 
area where the average farm is a 7-acr~ 
farm and for 40 some years this area 
has received .benefits from a reclamation 
project. 

Mr. HORAR I do not think either the 
gentleman from Colorado or I can 
change the direction in which we flnd 
our society moving. We find our metro-
politan areas growing and, naturally, we 
find more subdividing in what has be
·come to be known as bedroom areas sur
rounding our metropolitan areas. But 
this project begins 4 miles from the city 
limits of Spokane and it runs to the 
Idaho boundary. Approximately 33 per
cent of the project is in small acre
a~es such as the .gentleman mentioned. 
They provide .a lot of their own table 
fare by living on these small acreages. 
Th·ere are several farms of better than 
40 acres near the Idaho boundary. I 
want to remind you this is not a new 
project. This is a project of rehabili
tation of many old projects. It is con
sonant with all of the laws that this body 
has passed and follows such laws to take 
care of the problems that arise from time 
to time which affect our reclamation 
laws. It is completely legal and justified 
as a reclamation project in every respect. 
As my colleague from Texas has pointed 
out to you, the costs of this project have 
increased since it was originally author
ized in 1959, to meet the changes in the 
·engineering designs. The costs were in
creased to provide for the installation of 
piping more conducive to the project's 
engineering features. This, of course, 
will eliminate future operation and 
maintenance costs which would have re
sulted under the first project plan. 
There is nothing in this bill before you 
-which provides for municipal or indus-
trial development. It merely makes pos
sible the supply of water. Then, if any 
community wants to organize to have 
their own water supply, they would have 
to provide the chlorination and the dis
tribution system and so forth. So this 
is a rehabilitation-reclamation project 
before you at this time. 
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Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentle
man. 
· Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Let me point 

this out to the gentleman from Wash
ington, and I am sure he knows it be
cause he has worked very hard on this 
project and the gentleman has been most 
helpful to the committee, it is antici
pated as time moves along that more of 
this water will be allocated for municipal 
use. It must be remembered by all of 
the Members of the House that this 
water which goes for municipal use car
ries an interest rate. An interest rate 
is paid on it so the more that is used for 
municipal use, the · greater the payout 
will ·be on the project. 

Mr. HORAN. Yes, and I think it is 
only fair that that sort of use of 
reclamation water should carry an in
terest rate and be repaid in that form. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to address 
myself to the longtime argument and 
to the charges that have been made 
here, and I share the concern of every 
Member of this House with regard to 
the agricultural surpluses that we have. 
But, I want to assure the Members of the 
House that far from increasing the sur
plus of any agricultural products of the 
United States, to the extent of 458 acres 
presently in dry land, this bill actually 
would reduce the troublesome surpluses 
that confront the people of the United 
States. 

Apples could be grown to perfection 
in the Spokane Valley, and a good share 
of the production out there if water is 
put on this land will be small crops. I 
should follow this up by saying that if 
water is put on this land it will no longer 
produce wheat. I can assure you of thl;l.t 
because of its proximity to a very fine 
fruit and berry market in the Spokane 
area. There will be alfalfa, of course, 
for there is a good deal of livestock 
produced there in the Spokane Valley for 
local consumption. There is small grain, 
but that will be fed locally. There will 
he pastures for dairy herds which we 
have in the Spokane Valley, and row 
crops have been grown there since the 
tum of the century. That is nothing 
new. 

So I appe~l to you th,at this project 
that we are considering now does not in 
any way further . embarrass the problem 
that we in this Congress have regarding 
surplus crops. I consider this a good 
bill, and its cost-benefit ratio over a 
hundred-year period is 3.89 to 1; and the 
direct benefits are 1.2 to 1. I believe it 
proves the feasibility of this project and 
I urge the House to accept this bill be
fore us which is fully justified, economi
cally sound, and vitally needed. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I have no further requests for time. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may require to the gentle-: 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. SAYLOR]. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, after 
listening to all of the glowing tributes 
to this project that have been given by 
some of the Members, I have to shake 
myself to determine whether or not the 
project they are talking about is the one 
I heard about in the committee. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill we are con
sidering today-S. 2008-would amend 
the authorization for the Spokane Valley 
project, Washington, contained in Public 
Law 82-276, approved September 16, 
1959, by, first, reducing the irrigable 
acreage to ·be served by the project; 
second, providing for domestic water 
service; third, decreasing the repayment 
period from 50 years to 40 years; and, 
fourth, increasing the estimated cost 
from $5,100,000 to $7,232,000. 

The 1959 authorization provided for 
the irrigation of 10,290 acres of land at 
a cost of $5,100,000. This was to be ac
complished by substituting a closed-pipe 
pressure system to apply water obtained 
by pumping from ground wells by 
sprinklers for the existing privately 
owned Spokane River gravity diversion 
system which is in a state of disrepair. 
Following that action, a number of the 
project land owners withdrew from the 
sponsoring organization with a resulting 
reduction of project area to 7,250 acres. 
In addition, an interest in securing 
domestic water supplies arose. The re
design of the project resulted in an in
crease in its cost to $7,232,000, of which 
$6,141,000 is allocated to irrigation, and 
$1,091,000 is allocated to domestic water 
supply. 

Mr. Chairman, the background of this 
project is fraught with errors and mis
understandings. Many of the prospec
tive beneficiaries did not want the 
project after it was authorized. The en
gineering designs have now been dras
tically revised. It is obvious that many 
people do not understand what is in
volved here. 

The area of improvement lies just east 
of the city of Spokane, Wash. It is un
dergoing a transition from rural farm
ing to residential suburbs. Over 50 
percent of the ownerships contain less 
than 1 acre and 75 percent contain less 
than 2 ½ acres. This trend toward use 
of the land for homes rather than for 
farms will continue and accelerate. 
The existing private irrigation works di
verting water from the Spokane River 
cannot continue to serve present needs 
·and adjustments are inevitable as fur
ther changes in land use occur. The 
need is not to establish or rescue an 
agricultural economy, as contemplated 
by the reclamation laws, but to provide 
adequate domestic water supplies for 
suburban homes where part-time farm
.ing is an avocation-not a vocation-of 
the owners. Over the next generation 
even the preeent part-time farming will 
be abandoned if experience in other 
areas is any indication of what happens 
to such lands as cities expand. Even if 
this land were to continue to be culti
vated, it is not desirable and productive 
soil, but is class 3 and 4 lands and not 
particularly well suited for irrigation. 

The problem in this suburban Spokane 
area then is not one of agricultural and 
rural development; but rather one of 
domestic, industrial, commercial, and 
urban development. . As such it is not 
a situation well adapted for correction 

· by the customary Bureau of Reclama
tion water resources development type 
of projects. With respect to ·such agri
cultural assistance as inay-be justified, 
it would fall within the purview of the 

Farmers Home Administration's soil and 
water · conservation loan program. Un
der this program, within which category 
the Spokane project would have to be 
placed to be eligible for Federal assist
ance in any area outside the 17 western 
reclamation States, loans are subject to 
interest charges of 4 ½ to 5 percent. In 
the case of the Spokane project as con
templated in this legislation, 85 percent 
of the Federal investment would bear 
no interest and 15 percent would bear 
interest at 2% percent. 

The Spokane project is not needed, 
nor would it contribute anything to the 
development of the West and, there! ore, 
should not be favored with Government 
largess in interest-free investment as 
well as Bonneville Power Administration 
subsidy, not available to other areas of 
the country. 

Not only has the cost of this project 
increased by more than 40 percent-from 
$5,100,000 to $7,232,000-since 1959 when 
the previous plan was authorized, but its 
burden on Bonneville Power Administra
tion power revenues, particularly as a 
result of the committee amendment re
ducing the length of the repayment 
period from 50 years to 40 years, has in
creased 451 percent-from $700,000 to 
$3,160,000. Furthermore, this increase 
in assignment of costs is being made 
during the very time when Bonneville 
Power Administration's annual deficits 
increased from $6 million a year to $18 
million a year and with even greater 
deficits in sight as new, higher cost, hy
droelectric projects come into operation. 

In the light of these significant devel
opments, it is remarkable that the Bu
reau of Reclamation has · been able to 
develop a benefit cost ratio of 3.89 to 1 
for this project. During the hearings 
on S. 2008, it was brought out that 
the ratio of the Bureau's estimate of 
the water users ability to repay com
pared to costs of the project would be 
something like 0.5 to 1. Evidently then 
some seven-eighths of the Bureau of 
Reclamation's estimate of "benefits" 
must accrue to someone other than the 
water users. I have been trying to find 
these elusive beneficiaries. Certainly, 
they are not the taxpayers of the United 
States. They are also not the Bonneville 
Power Administration's power customers 
who someday may have to bear these 
costs in increased rates. · The only bene
ficiary I have been able to find is the 
Bureau's voracious appetite to build re
gardless of cost, economics, or financial 
.feasibility. It is not within the lexicon of 
reason to explain how a ' project where 
the sole beneficiaries are able to pay 
only half the costs can have benefits of 
eight times that amount. 

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that 
my colleagues read the editorial in the 
July 5, 1962, Engineering News Record 
which emphasizes the liberties that the 
Secretary of the Interior is taking these 
days in tampering with ba~;ic engineering 
and economics standards and in creating 
convenient criteria by fiat. I include the 
editorial in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
as part of my remarks, as follows: 

STACKING THE EcoNOM:IC DECK 

It may be wishful thinking on the part of 
Interior Secretary· Stewart Udall to lump all 

-opposition to tlie a.dm1nllltra.t1on'a wa~r re-
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sources planning bill into two groups, States' 
righters and industrial polluters (ENR June 
28, p. 21) . .It may be a reluctance to ac
knowledge existence of a third, harder-to
answer group, those not opposed to Federal 
spending in itself, but only to the degree of 
economic soundness (or unsoundness) with 
which some of the spending is done. 

Officials can force the role of the opposi
tion on industrial _polluters without too 
much trouble, even on those with hardship 
cases. And they c1:1.n challenge States' right
ers on philosophical grounds without em
barrassment. But can they refute the ac
cusation that they are stacking the deck 
economically? 

Federal agencies for years have used artifi
cial and arbitrary interest rates and taxes to 
make proposed Federal water resource de
velopments look like better bargains than 
they actually are. Before 1958, Government 
agencies ignored taxes and interest altogether 
in estlmating the benefit-cost ratio of pro
posed works. From 1953 until this year, they 
figured an interest rate of ·2½ percent, which 
bore no relation to what the Government 
.actually pays for long-term money ( over 4 
percent at the beginning of this year). Now 
a new directive {issued in May) calls for a 
.current interest rate to be used, but stipu
lates that no taxes or payments in lieu of 
taxes will be included. 

But interest and taxes :are really small 
potatoes. Economic life of a project 1s the 
thing. The May directive allows up to 100 
years, and .nobody will be settling for less. 
Projects that couldn•t quite squeak by with 
an assumed economic life of 50 years--form
erly used for most water jobs--now have be
come irresistible baTgains by the ·simple 
stroke of an executive pen. 

One-hundred-year project llfe is defend
&ble, even. though many Tesponsible people 
consider it unreaUsti.c. .Perhaps most Gov
ernment methods of analysis are sound and 
defendable. But the record o! arbitrary 
tampering with engineering and economic 
standards earns for Government a deep 
suspicion on the part of many people. 

Until tbe Federal Government firmly 
establishes a policy applying realistic en
gineering and economic criteria, instead of 
creating convenient ..criteria by fiat, Mr. 
Udall and all Government spenders will de• 
servedly encounter :responsible opposition 
from people who question whether Federal 
agencies spend tax money wisely. 

An-other of the devious gadgets em
ployed by the Department of the Inte
rior to .make projects like Spokane 
Valley appear justified is to attach its 
payout requirements to a power projeet 
with which it has ·no physical, sociologi
cal, ·financial or economic relationship. 
In ,this case. tbe payout is tied to the 
unrelated Corps 'Of Engineers Chief 
Joseph Dam pow.erplant. 

The Chief Joseph power project is not 
even paying its own way. It already 
has two leeches around its neck, the 
Foster Creek and the Greater Wenat
chee irrigation projects, which are de
pendent for payout on its power reve
nues. Moreover, the Department of the 
Interior regional solicitor in Portland 
has written an opinion that power reve
nues of the Chief Joseph project will not 
be applied. to repayment of the irriga
tion investment ,cost in the Foster Creek 
and Greater Wenatchee projects, be
yond the water users ability to :repay, 
until after repayment of the Chief Jo
seph project's commercial power invest
ment. No one can~ predict when this 
will lbe in view of Bonneville's growing 
annua1 deficits. When this point is 
reached at some far distant date in the 

future, any sarplus power revenues will 
first have to be used to pay the assigned 
irrigation costs of the Foster .Creek and 
Greater Wenatchee projects. Only 
after that has been done would any sur
plus power revenues be available from 
Chief Joseph to assist the Spokane Val
ley project payout. To undertake a 
project on such a nebulous financial 
base would be the height of irresponsi
bility. It would be better then to make 
a grant, or outright contribution to the 
project, which is actually what it will 
become. rather than to camouflage the 
proposal with a false cloak of fiscal re
.spectability. 

My friends and colleagues, this is no 
time to start a new Federal grant pro
gram-particularly for development of 
suburban water supply systems. It is 
also no time to expand the scope of 
Reclamation's basic responsibilities. If 
that agency now starts devising projects 
for domestic water supply for the sub
urbs of our western cities, we ,are going 
to run -out of Federal hydropower proj
ects out there upon which to tie them. 
The next thing we will see is a proposal 
to use surplus TVA power revenues or 
revenues from corps projects to subsi
dize water supply systems in these and 
other States. The Bureau of Reclama
tion or other bureaucrats could dress up 
.such a proposal so that it would look 
just as plausible as this one. We have 
got to draw the line somewhere. There 
.is no better time than now. 

POINTS ABO"C!TT SPOKANE 'PROJECT 

Mr. Chairman, to summarize, may I 
reiterate the following points: 

First. Not an agricultural problem. 
Area going through a transition from 
rural to suburban, with homeowners 
farming a few acres as an avocation. 

Second. Pwnping from ground water 
not a project normally considered within 
reclamation . law. Furthermore, only a 
question of time before facility would be 
substantially a domestic water :supply 
system rather than an irrigation project. 

Third. Lands are all class 3 and 4; not 
attractive for irrigation farming. 

Fourth. No assurance that .project will 
be built .even if .authorized since land
owners not und~r contract and at least 
some not interested in project. 

Fifth. Committee amendment reduc
ing repayment period from 50 years to 
40 y.ears increases annual load ,on BPA 
.financial .systeni from $1,'270,000 to 
.$3,l60,000 even though Bonneville ls now 
losing $17 million per year .and expects 
annual deficits to increase as new higher 
cost hydro generating projects come in. 

Sixth. No relationship between this 
proposal and Chief Joseph Dam. This is 
not even ah integrated feature of any 
basin development but a localized facil
ity. It could just as well be tied to TV A 
power revenues-and why not? 

Seventh. If project has a 3.89 benefit
cost ratio, as claimed, then there is no 
.reason why taxpayers should provide in
terest-free funds as well as the subsidy 
from BP A revenues. 

Eighth. This is a typical water facil
ities project for which loans are avail
able under the Farmers Home Admin
istration soil -and water conservation 
program. Farmers outside the ~ 7 West-

em States must use this program to get 
Federal loans for facilities of the type 
proposed for the Spokane project, and 
then they must pay 4½ to 5 percent in
terest. The Spokane project has noth
ing to do with the development of the 
West and these people should not get 
special favors from the Government not 
available to people in other States. 

Ninth. Insofar as overall economy of 
United States is concerned this project 
would contribute little per dollar of in
vestment and less than almost any other 
conceivable suburban enterprise. Fur
thermore, there is no Federal responsi
bility for bailing out the water supply 
for this community and there is no 
unanimity among its residents that ac
complishment of the proposal is essential 
or desirable to its future programs. 

Mr. Chairman, the Bureau of Rec
lamation must not be permitted to con
tinue its attempts to deceive the Ameri
.can public with such parodies. The 
Spokane Valley boondoggle should be re
jected for what it is. I ask my colleagues 
to join me in this effort. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. To .clarify 
one point so that there will not be any 
misunderstanding about the increase in 
cost, is it not true that the increase in 
cost was brought about by the increase 
in the cost of the pipe necessary for use 
in this project, and that was due to the 
fact that on several occasions out there 
it was discovered that steel pipe put in
to that ground would corrode and would 
not hold, so they had to wrap it right 
and they had to treat the pipe, all of 
which accounted for the additional cost? 

Mr. SAYLOR. That is one of the ele
ments, but they increased all of them. 
They have a different type of pipe out 
there and, .as the gentleman will recall, 
we had to go into this with regard to, an
other part of the same project. 

Mr. ROGERS of ·Texas. And it was 
determined even though they made tests 
of the soH it was not possible to tell how 
far these tests would ·control. In other 
words, you might have certain proper
ties in the ground just a few feet or a 
few miles from an area that would cor-
:rode the pipe. -

Mr. SAYLOR. That is correct. 
The CHAIRMAN: Does the gentle

man from Texas [Mr. ROGERS] have fur
ther requests for time.? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I have no further requests for 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the Clerk will now read the sub
stitute amendment offered by the com
mittee as an original bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives. of the U-nited States of 
America in Congress assembled., That the 
Act of September 16, 1959 {73 Stat. 561, 
43 U.S.C. 615s); be amended as follows: 

(a) By substituting 1n section 1 thereof 
'the word~ "seven thousand two hundred and 
fifty" for the words "ten thousand three 
hundred .. and by inserting the words "and 
for domestic •. municipal, and industrial uses" 
after the words "the State of Idaho" fu this 
same section. 
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(b) By amending section 2 to read as . 

follows: "In constructing, operating, and 
maintaining the Spokane Valley project, 
the Secretary shall. be governed by the Fed· 
eral reclamation laws (Act of June 1~. 1992, 
32 Stat. 388, and acts amendatory thereof 
or supplementary thereto), except that (1) 
interest on the unpaid balance of the allo
cation to domestic, municipal, and indus
trial water supply shall be at a rate deter
mined by the Secretary of the Treasury as of 
the beginning of the fiscal year in which 
construction is initiated, on the basis of the 
computed average interest rate payable by 
the Treasury upon its outstanding market
able public obligations whch are neither 
due nor callable for redemption for fifteen 
years from date of issue; and (2) the re
maining cost of the project beyond the 
amount to be reimbursed or returned by the 
water users ·shall be accounted for in the 
same manner as - provided in item (c) of. 
section 2 of the Act of July 27, 1964 (68 Stat. 
568), and power and energy required for 
irrigation pumping for the Spokane Valley 
project shall be made available in the. same 
manner as provided for therein. The amount 
to be repaid by the irrigators shall be col
lected by the contracting entity through 
annual assessments based upon combination 
turnout and acreage charges and through 
the use of such other methods as it and 
the Secretary may agree upon." 

( c) By deleting from section 3 thereof the 
figure "$6,100,000" · and inserting in lieu 
thereof the figure "$7,232,000". 

Amend the title so as to read: "An 
Act to amend the Act of September 16, 
1959 (73 Stat. 561; 43 U.S.C. 615s), relat

·ing to the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the Spokane Valley 
project." · 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. ABERNETHY, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (S. 2008) to amend the act of 
September 16, 1959 (73 Stat. 561, 43 
U.S.C. 615a), relating to the construc
tion, operation, and maintenance of the 
Spokane Valley project, pursuant to 
House Resolution 733, he reported the 
bill back to the House with an amend
ment adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the committee 
amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. . 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, and was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken, and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. In accordance with 
the order of the House of last Thursday, 

further consideration of the bill will be 
postponed until tomorrow. 

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Speaker, in accord
ance with that order I withdraw my 
point of order that a quorum is not pres
ent. 

AMENDING THE ACT OF JULY 15, 
1955, RELATING TO THE CONSER
VATION OF ANTHRACITE COAL 
RESOURCES 
Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the considera
tion of the bill (H.R. 4094) to amend 
the act of July 15, 1955, relating to the 
conservation of anthracite coal resources. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill H.R. 4094, with Mr. 
LANE in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 4 minutes to the Chairman of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs, the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
ASPINALL]. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, this 
bill was very well explained in the de
bate on the rule. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. FENTON] stated his 
position very clearly. · I understand that 
an amendment will be offered and so far 
as I know that will take care of the op
position to the bill. 

· This bill would fulfill the major objec
tives of the Congress when it approved 
the Anthracite Conservation Act of July 
15, 1955, which stated among its pur
poses the prevention of injuries and loss 
of life and the preservation of public and 
private property. 

There is no authorization for addi
tional money over and above that which 
was authorized by the 1955 act. 

The act of July 15, 1955, Public Law 
162, 84th Congress, established the con
gressional policy of providing for the con
trol and drainage of water in anthracite 
mines in order to conserve natural re
sources, promote the national security, 
prevent injuries and loss of life, and pre
serve public and private property. 

Under that act, the Secretary of the 
Interior ts authorized to make financial 
contributions up to a maximum total of 
$8.5 million with equal matching funds 
to be furnished by the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania for the control and drain
age of water which would otherwise 
cause the flooding of anthracite coal for
mations. 

In the report of our committee on H.R. 
'7066, 84th Congress (Rept. No. 1057, 1st 
sess.), it was stated that--

The program will include the construction 
of ditches and flumes, backfilling of strip
ping pits and cropfalls, improvements to · 
streambeds, driving of underground drain
age tunnels and gangways, construction of 
underground dams, and the installation of ~ 
pumping plants to handle water from aban
doned mines. 

Neither the report nor the act distin
guished between the type of work that 

could be accomplished in relation to 
either active or abandoned mines. 

Because projects must first be approved 
by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
before . being submitted . to the Federal 
Government, the attorney general of the 
Commonwealth advised the State's sec
retary of mines that he could not ap
prove a project for the filling of voids 
in abandoned mines unless the aban
doned mine was directly above an active 
mine and the filling of an abandoned 
mine would serve to conserve the an
thracite in the active mine. 

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
thereafter enacted an amendment to its 
1955 act in order to make clear that funds 
authorized may. be utilized for the seal
ing of any abandoned coal mines and to 
fill voids in any abandoned coal mines. 
It is the primary purpose of H.R. 4094 
to similarly amend the Federal law. In 
the amendment, the committee has ex
panded the program and built in safe
guards that will strengthen the overall 
program. 

The details of the bill will be presented 
by the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
EnMoNnsoNJ, chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Mines and Mining which held 
extensive hearings on the legislation, and 
who filed the report on the bill. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. FENTON]. 

Mr. FENTON; Mr. Chairman, there 
. is a great deal of inerit in H.R. 4094 in 
its objectives, especially that part of 

.section I where it refers to sealing aban
doned coal mines, in those instances 
where such work is in "the interest of 
the public health and safety." 

However, when it suggests to fill voids 
in abandoned coal mines it assumes a 
gigantic operation because the amount 
of money which is involved in this bill is 
only a drop in the bucket for what would 
be necessary to do a decent job. 

There are hundreds and hundreds of 
miles of gangways--main passageways
and breasts--working chambers--in our 
abandoned anthracite mines--aban
doned because of being uneconomical to 
mine. Pools of mine water totaling 
many billions of gallons make it too haz
ardous to continue mining. 

It would have been far better to have 
. been forthright in any efforts made to 

fill voids in abandoned coal mines for the 
Secretary of the Interior to have recom
mended the adoption of H.R. 535e intro
duced by the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania, Congressman SCRANTON, on March 
8, 1961, which had for its purpose a 
program of Federal financial aid to the 
State of Pennsylvania for the purpose 
of assisting in projects of filling certain 
abandoned mining operations for the 
protection of the public health and 
safety, for the conservation of natural 
resources, and for other purposes. 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, John Kelly, to the gen
tleman from · Colorado, Congressman 
ASPINALL, chairman of the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, dated 
June 8, 1961, giving the Department's 
views on Mr. SCRANTON'S bill states that 
the Bureau of Mines estimated that it 
would cost about $40 million to do the 
job of backfilling, flushing, and so forth, 
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for the entire anthracite region. I be
lieve that figure to be rather modest. 

Mr. Kelly's letter is rather illuminat~ 
ing and certainly gives a very fine de
tailed analysis of the whole problem of 
filling voids in abandoned coal -mines. 
I am including the contents of Mr. 
Kelly's letter in full, since permission to 
do so has already beeii granted me. · 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., June 8, 1961, 

Hon. WAYNE N. AsPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and 

Insular Affairs, House of Representa
tives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. · AsPIN ALL: This is in response to 
your request for the views of the Depart
ment o! the Interior on H.R. 6356, a bill 
to provide for a program of Federal 
:financial aid to the State of Pennsylvania 
for the purpose of assisting such State in 
projects of filling certain abandoned mining 
operations for the protection of the public 
health and safety, for the conservation of 
natural resources, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 5356, in recognition of the serious 
menace to health and safety, public and 
private property, and to the conservation of 
coal resources posed by abandoned under
ground mining operations in the Pennsyl
vania anthracite region, provides for Federal 
assistance in filling, or flushing, under
ground mine voids. The assistance would be 
in the form of financial contributions to 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in an 
amount not to exceed 45 percent of the total 
cost of a project. No contribution would be 
made until the Federal Government is 
satisfied that sufficient money is available 
to the Commonwealth to complete a particu
lar project. Also, none of the Federal con
tribution could be used to purchase culm 
banks as fill material. The Commonwealth 
would be responsible for all operations 
necessary for a project's completion. The 
administration of the proposed law is placed 
with the Secretary of the Interior, who also 
is authorized to conduct any studies or 
surveys needed in carrying out his duties 
under the Act, and in determining the 
feasibility of filling abandoned underground 
operations. 

Large-scale mining in a succession of thick 
coal beds under built-up areas made sur
face subsidence an early problem in the 
anthracite region of Pennsylvania. The 
problem has been given serious attention 
and study for many years by government, 
industry, and civic groups. The first An
thracite Mine Cave Commission was estab
lished in 1911 by the State government to 
study the problem. In the intervening years 
there have been several other State
appointed commissions which resurveyed the 
problem and reported to the State govern
ment. The Pennsylvania Legislature in 1921 
passed a law prohibiting mine operators from 
mining in such manner as to cause sub
sidence under public and private structures 
and facilities. This act was declared un
constitutional in 1922 by the U.S. Supreme 
Court. 

The general assembly, by an act of 1949, 
authorized political subdivisions to acquire 
adequate support rights to prevent surface 
subsidence, provided compensation was made 
to the owners of the rights. However, little 
use has been made of this authority by local 
subdivisions owing to the large sums of 
money that would be required. 

During the years when the anthracite in
dustry was prosperous, the major producing 
companies assumed what was considered a 
moral obligation to repair surface damage 
caused by subsidences induced by mining 
operations. In the past, practically all of 
the major anthracite-producing companies 
employed surface crews to repair homes and 
streets that had been damageq over their 

underground workings. However, since the 
depression hit the anthracite industry and 
mines .were abandoned, such work has vir
tually ceased .. 

During recent years there haye been sev
eral subsidences in various built-up areas of 
the anthracite region, causing damage to 
utilities, streets, and public and private 
property. In the more severe of these 
subsidences, property was destroyed and the 
public safety imperiled. One of the most 
destructive occurred in Scranton, Pa., near 
the central part of the city. 

Hydraulic backfill1ng, generally termed 
"flushing" in the anthracite area, was de
termined in an early subsidence investiga
tion by the U.S. Bureau of Mines to be the 
most effective method of supporting the 
surface over mining operations. Where mine 
workings are accessible for physical inspec
tion and conditions are such that needed 
underground work can be performed, filling 
voids by flushing, in most cases, wlll almost 
completely prevent subsidences. However, 
where voids are not accessible and the fill1ng 
must be done blindly from the surface with
out prior underground preparations to direct 
the packing material, flushing may be only 
partially effective. Hydraulic backfill1ng is 
most useful in relatively flat-lying under
ground workings. Also, flushing must be 
done in relatively dry workings as it is not 
too effective in flooded areas. 

Filling voids in abandoned underground 
mines, as proposed by H.R. 6356, would be 
beneficial as a means of controlling or pre
venting subsidences affecting developed sur
face lands. Filling mine voids also would 
aid materially in protecting public health 
and safety, public and private property, and · 
a valuable natural ·resource. In some in
stances the filling of voids would prevent 
the spread of underground mine fires dan
gerous to health and safety. 

The severe damages resulting from recent 
surface subsidences in the anthracite region 
point to the urgent need for alleviating or 
corrective action. A recent investigation 
by the city of Scranton identified five criti
cal localized areas under the city and recom
mended that flushing be done as soon as 
possible. Filling voids in these areas would 
minimize or prevent subsidence. 

Although no recent detail studies have 
been made regarding total costs of filling 
voids in abandoned coal mines under built
up areas in the anthracite fields, it has been 
estimated by Bureau of Mines engineers 
based on their general knowledge that the 
total cost of such work throughout the an
thracite region would be about $40 million, 
and would require about 10 years for com
pletion. 

Your committee has under consideration 
another bill on the same subject, H.R. 4094. 
It would amend the act of July 15, 1955, 
and would extend the Federal Government's 
rehabilitation efforts. This bill proposes, in 
addition to filling underground voids, to fill 
abandoned strip-mining operations, a large 
number of which are to be found in the an
thracite mining region. 

Owing to the high cost of flushing opera
tions, any new legislation should provide 
for an economic justification of projects to 
be undertaken. This is indicated inade
quately by the word "feasible" in section 2 of 
the bill. Unless each project is economically 
justifiable, it is conceivable that the cost 
could be considerably higher in some in
stances than the value of the surface prop
erty involved. Some areas in the anthracite 
region where .underground workings are ac
cessible for physical exami~ation are much 
more adaptable to flushing than other areas 
which are extensively caved or are flooded 
with water. 

The use of culm and rock banks as sources 
of material for flushing underground work
ings would benefit the anthracite region. 
Removal of these large, unsightly banks 

would provide sites for industrial rehabil1ta
tion Of the area. We suggest, however, that 
the limitation in section 3(4) prohibiting 
use ·of Federal funds to purchase culm banks 
be expanded to include rock and spoil banks. 

Some-consideration should be given to the 
fact that other States having many mining 
communities with subsidence problems may 
demand like treatment from the Government. 

H.R. 6356 is not supportable solely as a 
conservation measure. It is supportable, 
however, in the interests of the public wel
fare, such as protecting public health and 
safety, curtailing the spread of mine fires, 
preventing damage to public and private 
property, and providing partial, but tempo
rary, relief of unemployment in a depressed 
area. 

We recommend that any congressional ac
tion on this bill be deferred until the Com
monwealth has taken legislative steps to co
operate in the joint program proposed. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that 
there is no objection to the presentation of 
this report from the standpoint of the admin
istration's program. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN M. KELLY, 

Assistant Secretary of the Interior, 

Mr. Chairman, in my opening state
ment I ref erred to the meritorious part 
of this bill that needs our attention. In 
recent days, a small boy, in playing on 
our hilly terrain lost his life by falling 
into one of these abandoned coal mine 
openings in my district. There con
tinues to be constant danger as long as 
such conditions are permitted to exist. 
The citizens of the area and especially 
the independent coal miners are co
operating with State authorities to close 
those openings, and are doing a fine job. 
However, the work to be.done in closing 
these openings is so great that Federal 
assistance would be a godsend. We hope 
that the Congress will go along with us 
to at least eliminate such hazards. 

Assistant Secretary of the Interior, 
Mr. Kelly, pointed out in his letter to the 
chairman of the Interior and ·insular Af
fairs, in commenting on Mr. SCRANTON'S 
bill: 

Large-scale mining in a succession of thick 
coalbeds under built-up areas made surface 
subsidence an early problem in the anthra
cite region of Pennsylvania. The problem 
has been given serious attention and study 
for many years by government, industry, 
and civil groups. The first anthracite mine 
cave commission was established in 1911 
by the Pennsylvania State government to 
study the problem. In the intervening years 
there have been several other State-appoint
ed commissions which resurveyed the i:;.rob
lem and reported to the State government. 
The Pennsylvania Legislature in 1921 passed 
a law prohibiting mine operators from min
ing in such a manner as to cause subsidence 
under public and private structures and 
facilities. This act was declared uncon
stitutional in 1922 by the U.S. Supreme 
Court. · 

Mr. Kelly in his letter also states that 
in recent years there have been several 
subsidences in various built-up areas of 
the anthracite region causing damages to 
utilities, streets, public and private prop
erty. In the more severe subsidences, 
property was destroyed and the public 
safety imperiled. One of the most 
destructive occurred -in Scranton, Pa., in 
the central part of the city. 

Mr. Kelly could have added that al
most every community in the anthracite 
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region which overlays anthracite :work- has beenhunting and.fishing-let me as
ings .is subjected to subsidences in vary- sure you that there is not a ~hemist on 
ing -degrees. · the face of the earth who could create 

To be fair to all sections of the anthra- the havoc which has been wrought by 
cite region, since subsidence is prevalent this acid mine water. You would not 
in small communities and a mena:ce to believe it. You ought to see some of 
health and safety4 as well as larger com- these abandoned mines. We admit 
munities, there must be an equitable somebody should have paid for this be
divlsion of the limited .amount of funds fore. Those mines have not been worked 
which are propose(l in H.R. 4094 to all in 30 or 40 years. They are abandoned, 
the anthracite .area. If this ls.not done I and only the good Lord knows who owns 
am afraid the smaller communities .in them or what happened to the owners. 
the lower anthracite region will be left They are gone, but they are not forgotten, 
out in the cold. certainly not here, and certainly not by 

Let me again reiterate that I am in full those of us who are having the trouble. 
accord with the objectives of H.R. 4094, This water is going over our barriers. 
especially that part of the bill that refers It grinds and eats the pillars which hold 
to closing abandoned mine openings in up the surf ace, and after 30 years of 
the hope that we can eliminate the dan- grinding the surface is going down and 
gers of human beings falling into them. the countryside and large surface areas 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I in populated centers then becomes dev
yield to the distinguished and able au- astated. 
thor of the bill, the gentleman from Mr. Chairman, let me tell you some-
.Pennsylvania [Mr. FLoon] 8 minutes. thing. I was in Laos 2 years ago and 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I would at the capital city of Vientiane. I 
like to say I am very grateful to this dis- wanted to take a flight up to the north
tinguished committee "Which down east border, the Chinese border~ The 
through the years whenever we, from Americans were there unofficially and 
the bard coal region, come to them, have they could not help us. one of our peo
:always given us an ·audience on both ple said: "If you go over to the French 
:sides of ,the aisle .and have done their line there will b.e somebody flying up 
best to heip us meet an almost impos- ther~ .in a couple of hours. They will 
:sible phy.sica:I. and economic problem. not ask any questions. You can bum a 

This is an old story to tru:s committee rd.de up." 
:and to the House, and you have been so I did. I got in a two-seated French 
very patient and very kimi in Mstening observation plane. The young officer 
to our tales of woe. We do n@t know 
whether we are g,etting an:y place or not, could speak much better English than 
but you cannot hate litS fo.r trying; and my barracks-room French, so we talked 

1 in English. He said: ''Look at that 
whatever is left of the anthracite coa terrain." I did. I had been in Korea 
industry, thanks to you and our efforts 
1or breathing life-we have now :switched .several times and I thought Korea was 
from the old ·chest method of .artificial the end of the line. This young French
respiration to a new method Ci>f 11espira- man 'Said-to me: ·"Mr. FLoon, if ever your 
tion, the mouth-to-mouth method of country is going to flgbt on Mars OT the 
resuscitation, and that is where I come Moon you can train your troops down 
.in here to inject a little resuscitation there."' And he was so right. The on]y 
with the help of my friends on. both place that look,ed worse were certain 
.sides of the oommitte:e and of the House. areas m the district of the gentlemen 

our deadliest enemy in the deep from Pennsylvania IMtr. FERTO.N and Mr. 
.mining .of hard coal is water. That SCRANTON], and I 'am ·sorry to add,, some 
places m.e. being .named .FLOOD,, in a '¥ery of my rown. 
,embarrassing position., because every We want to stop this erosion and dev
tmce .in a while ou streams '841:d :riYer:s a.station if we can. We want to get this 
:floC!>d mt@ our mines and the dev;asta- vicious,, poisonous .acid water out of our 
tlon 'Wrought is indescribable, ,md the streams. The State is underwriting a 
amount of :property destToyed 'is clean water conservation program and 
1mbe1ievable. they are doing a good job. You wm 

As you know. a Iew years ago the Sus- notice we are not asking fCi>r any money. 
.queh.a.nn..a River .fiooded tremendous We have it by -reason of not being ab1e 
areas in Luzerne County and because of to spend it for the purpose intended, 
the underground topography,, the geo- because of the lack of mines ·now 
logical strooture, the -pitch is /South, and operating 1n the hard co.al area. 
uncaiculable bi1.lions -of gaBons of water The projects are not coming thr-0ugm. 
:flooded into the mines. It killed a dozen T.he biU will protect pumping. My 1llis
men and w.roughl havoc the like of wblch . . tinguished friend, ·the gentleman from 
thehydr(l)gell bomb could not equal under Pennsylvania Wr. FENTON] proposes to 
that ground. . protect tnst even further, and we will be 

So we are reaping a whirlwind we glad to accept that. I agree with that 
admit, of bad law in the State f~r a. :purpose if he agrees with mine. 
hundred year.s., .and of bad enforcement We ask y.ou to help us. We do not 
of whatever law there was I or .a hun- want to help any giveaway program heve 
dred yea-rs. In t'bis year of our Lord we so far as any private piece of property or 
are reaping the whirlwind. -private property owner is concern.eel. 

You on the Committee a-re concerned "'Rlat is not our purpose. We want to 
with conservation. In th1' ,are·a from. make those pay who can pay. There is 
which I conre, a beautiful mottntam and 'Some m'lning going on. There are still 
valley area in the northeast part ,of _some thousands of men. thanks be to 
Pennsylvania, an area ,0f good hunting . God,, m my district who woik in the 
and good :fishing-and most of the .rec- mines. They are well :paid per day, the 
rea.tion of miners !o:r .a humir-ed :year.s best paid perhaps in the ec,un.try per day, 

.but they work 1 day a week when they 
work, and that is not too often. So we 
have some industry left in a distressed 
economic area employing some men. We 
are pulling ourselves up by our own boot
straps, so to speak. We are using our 
own money to breathe back life into one 
of America's old colonial counties. We 
are grateful to you, we think this will 
help, and I believe you will agree. 

I am pleased to present my views on 
H.R. 4094, which proposes to make Fed
eral financial assistance available to the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania for the 
purpose of filling certain abandoned 
mining operations in the anthracite re
gion in the interest of protecting public 
health and safety, conserving a ;valuable 
natural resource, and other purposes. 

I should like to review briefly some of 
the history of mining in the anthracite 
region. Anthracite mining operations 
have been conducted continuously in 
some areas for more than 100 years. In
tensive. long-term mining in a succession 
of thl~k .coalbeds under .built-up areas 
made surface subsidiency an early and 
..serious problem, one that has been 
studied for many years by government, 
industry, and local civic groups. As 
early as 1911, an anthracite mine cave 
commission was established by the state 
to s'tudy 'the problem. This commission 
was ,foLlowed in subsequent years by sev
eral other State groups appainted to 
resurvey the situation and report to the 
State 'government. In 1921, the Pennsyl
vania Legislature passed a law prohibit
ing mining that would cause subsidence 
under public or private structures and 
facilities. iin 1922, this act was declared 
unconstitutional by the U.S. Supreme 
.court. 

By an act of 1'949, the general assem
bly of the Commonwealth authorized lo
cal political subdivJsions to acquire title 
to underlying coal seams in order to pre
vent surface subsidence, provided owners 
of the 1mmeral right were .adequately 
compemsated. However, 'because of the 
1aTge swn.s needed to purehase these 
Tights, the authority ha'S 'Seldom, if ever, 
been exercised in the anthracite mining 
region. 

During the m-or,e prosperous years of 
the :anthracite industry, major producing 
e.ompanies assumed w.hat was gener
aUy considered to be a moral respansi
bility for surface .subsidences over min
ing operations. Consequently, most of 
'the large producers employed surface 
. crews to repair damages to homes, 
streets, public utilities., or other suri·aee 
facilities. .Because of the depressed eco
no:mdc condition of the industry, such 
repair work has virtually ceased. 

During the past few years, 'Subsidences 
have occurred under a number of built
up areas 1n the anthracite region. .re
.sul,ting in .serious damage to ..surface 
improvements. Some -0f the most de
structive too'k place recently in the cities 
of Wilkes-Barre m'ld Scranton. Pa. Had 
the underground voids been filled in this 
.area. the subsidence of the surface ·would 
not have occurred. 

'This act provldes Federal .financial .as
'.&ist.an.ce to the Commonwealth m fill
.ing-general]y term:ed "hydr.aulic baek-
1illing" or "aushing>• in the anthTacite 
Teglon-abandon.ed undergroUB'd mlning 
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operations. This assistance would be 
limited to 45 percent of the total cost of 
an individual project, none of which 
could be used to purchase culm banks 
for fill material. No Federal contribu
tion could be made until the Common
wealth had furnished adequate assurance 
that sufficient funds were available to 
complete the work on a proposed project. 
Responsibility for discharging the Fed
eral Government's obligations under the 
bill is vested in the Secretary of the In
terior, who is authorized to conduct 
studies or surveys needed to determine 
the feasibility of filling abandoned un
derground workings, 

Responsibility for all operations re
quired to complete a project rests with 
the Commonwealth. 

In an early investigation of sub
sidence, the U.S. Bureau of Mines found 
hydraulic backfilling the most effective 
means of supporting the surf ace over 
mining operations. With this method, 
holes are drilled from the surface into 
the underground voids. Solid fill ma
terial is then :flushed down the bore
holes with water. As the water drains 
away the fill material ~ompacts, thus 
providing the necessary support. Where 
mine workings can be entered safely and 
barriers constructed to properly direct 
and contain the fill material, hydraulic 
backfilling, in most instances, will al
most completely prevent surface sub
sidence. It also follows that the method 
will provide the most positive support 
in relatively dry, flat-lying seams. If 
mine workings are inaccessible and it 
becomes necessary to flush "blind" from 
the surface, without any underground 
barricades, the filling work may be only 
partially successful, and the results can
not be predicted accur·ately. Filling in 
completely :flooded workings is not con
sidered practicable, as little benefit 
could be derived from such work. 

Filling abandoned underground mines, 
that meet all the necessary technical, 
engineering, and physical criteria, 
would be beneficial in controlling or pre
venting damage to valuable developed 
surface properties. Such work would 
contribute materially to the public 
health and safety, the protection of pub
lic and private property, and the con
servation of an important natural re
source. In some cases, backfilling might 
prevent the spread of underground mine 
:fl.res. 

The proposed use of culm ban.ks as fill 
material would benefit the anthracite re
gion. The land occupied by the banks 
could be developed as recreational areas 
or as sites for commercial and industrial 
enterprises, an .important consideration 
in the economic revitalization of the 
region. 

Because of the high cost of :flushing 
operations, it appears desirable for the 
legislation to require full economic and 
technical justification of each project 
for which Federal assistance is requested. 
Otherwise, it is conceivable that, in some 
instances, the total project cost might 
exceed the value of the surface property 

· protected. Although no recent detailed 
studies have been made on the cost of 
filling abandoned mine workings under 
developed surface areas in the anthracite 
fields, it has been estimated that to con-

duct such work would cost about $40 
million, and require approximately 10 
years to complete. 

A sugge.3tion is made that the pro
hibition against using Federal funds to 
purchase culm banks as fill material be 
expanded to include rock and spoil 
banks. 

H.R. 4094, as an amendment to the 
Federal Mine-Water Control Act of 1955, 
would also extend the Federal Govern
ment's rehabilitation efforts. This bill 
proposes, in addition to filling under
ground voids, to fill abandoned strip
mining operations, a large number of 
which are to be found in the anthracite 
mining region. 

While H.R. 4094 cannot be justified 
solely as a conservation measure, how
ever, it may be supportable in the in
terest of the public welfare since it can 
be an effective instrument in protecting 
public health and safety, preventing 
damage to public and private property, 
providing sites for industrial, residential, 
and recreational development, and by 
furnishing partial, but temporary, alle
viation of unemployment in a sorely de
pressed area. 

I welcome to our fold the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. RHODES] who 
now has an interest in the anthracite 
industry because of the redistricting 
made necessary in Pennsylvania by the 
census and by law. If he did not have 
enough headaches in the agricultural 
Berks County area we will -give him 
plenty in the coalfields. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SCRANTON]. 

Mr. SCRANTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to pay special tribute to the mem
bers of the Interior Committee who have 
considered this bill, to its distinguished 
chairman, and especially to the distin
guished chairman of the subcommittee 
who has handled this bill from the be
ginning. I appreciate the opportunity 
that was given me to testify before that 
committee, also the opportunity to ap
pear before the Rules Committee in fa
vor of the bill. 

Last but by no means least I would 
· like to pay special tribute to the author 
of the bill for his energetic support of 
it, and also to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Dr. 
FENTON, who has helped a great deal to 
make sure this bill gets through the 
House of Representatives. 

This is a great day for the anthracite 
area of Pennsylvania, a most important 
day. It includes two important steps in 
solving the problems that have arisen in 
that area. 

I for one am very grateful to all of 
the members of the committee, the Rules 
Committee, and to the Members of the 
House, and hope the entire House will 
give an overwhelming vote of support to 
this bill. I ask for your support, ap
preciating what efforts the people of the 
anthracite area of Pennsylvania are 
making themselves in solving the many 
difficult problems which face them to-

. day. 
The Mine Dewatering Act, the title 

given to the act of July 15, 1955, pro
vides for funds jointly supplied by the 
State and Federal Government for mine 

dewatering projects. There has pres
ently accumulated in this fund approxi
mately $10 million-$5 million from the 
State of Pennsylvania, and $5 million 
from the Federal Government-and, for 
various reasons, principally because of 
the decline of the anthracite industry, 
the prospect of further mine dewa tering 
projects appears remote. 

Accordingly, Congressman FLOOD'S 
amendment to this act-H.R. 4094-
would give further use to this accumu
lated money "to seal abandoned coal 
mines and to fill voids in abandoned coal 
mines, in those instances where such 
work is in the interest of the public 
health or safety." 

The purpose of sealing abandoned 
coal mines is so that surface water will 
not continue to drain into the mines, 
thereby jeopardizing the conservation of 
economically minable coal. Under
ground water in the anthracite region 
has now become such a major problem 
that, left unattended, it could well mean 
necessary abandonment of millions of 
tons of good coal that may be needed 
in the future. Also, by sealing the mines, 
good surface water does not become 
contaminated and acidic, thus avoid
ing further stream pollution. 

Further, the U.S. Bureau of Mines and 
the Pennsylvania State Department of 
Mines support this amendment because, 
if it is passed, certain specific :flushing 
projects in the anthracite area could be 
accomplished. These projects are in 
specific areas where the underground 
conditions are well charted and engi
neered and where the projects are eco
nomically justified, especially in aban
doned workings under highly populated 
areas. 

The need for this is obvious. In my 
own district, for example, there were 
45,000 people employed in anthracite 
mining in 1931. Today, there are 900. 
The vestiges of a bygone industry have 
left people's lives and property in peril. 
In the past 2 years, even in the last 
month, there has been an outbreak of 
surface settlings in the cities and bor
oughs over workings that were aban
doned decades ago. The cost in prop
erty damage and the perils to living 
conditions and human lives are enor
mous. There is no industry left to which 
these sums can be charged. 

In short, Congressman FLoon's amend
ment would use accumulated funds, not 
new appropriations, for specific projects 
prescribed by the U.S. Bureau of Mines 
and the Pennsylvania State Department 
of Mines to safeguard property and hu
man lives in built-up areas where the 
underground conditions are known and 
engineered. 

I have read with interest the minority 
views on this bill and hereby answer 
point by point: 

(a) The conditions in the anthracite 
area to which I have referred are by no 
means comparable to those elsewhere. 
This is the only case in which there is 
continual subsidence from abandoned 
mines in highly populated areas and 
where it is economically possible on a 
project basis to eliminate any further 
such damage to persons and property. 
Further, in the case of the anthracite 
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areas the:re ls no legally constituted cor
poration Gr other body to which these 
cost., can now be -charged. '.iI'he coal 
companies are nonexistent and the areas 
abandon'ed !by them. 

(b) Thls bi'll does foster tbe conserva
tion of natural :resources because it in
cludes t>he sealing of abandoned eoa1 
mines, a necessity to restrict surface 
water from. entering the mines where 
there still is minable eoal. 

(d W.hlle it is trme that to .fill all the 
voids in abandoned mines in the an
thracite area would co.st ,approxim.s.te]y 
$40 to $50 mill.ton, this is not the par
pose of this bill. As cle84"1Y stated m 
the testimony of the personnel of the 
U.S. Bureau of Mmes and the Pennsyl
vania L>epa.rtment mf Mines, such tilling 
is reeommended only where 1t .ts eco
nomically jmtifted. Such proJects have 
been thoronghly engm-eered. and would 
eost approximately $8 million, which 
amount is now available under this act. 

(d) 'There is no ])l'Ov.isitm in the biD 
for filling of ,strip mining sears. .ln th.is 
statement the minority view is in. ermr. 

(e) The hill does not relieve priv:ate 
owner.s fmm. responsibility for their own 
acts. The prQPerties were worked tby the 
coal companies and oi,erators,, which are 
no longer existent. The private owners 
are not being relieved oi any of tlieir 
legal obligations. 

(U Tb.e conditions in the anthracite 
area, as stated :m my comment in ta) 
make it dear that this is no precedent 
:for similar .legislation for other areas. 

{g) The economic .feasibility of the 
project.sis a matter of primary impor
ts.nee. This ls the im,portant limitation 
in the use of the funds. Not oruy will 
the U.S. 13ureau of Mines determine this 
.but so will the Pennsylvania Department 
of .Mines. This provision will make -cer
taln that the funds .are used where the 
work ls re.allY of benefit, for t:he conser
vation of Jila.tural .resources and the pre
vention oI iurtber injury to property and 
persons. 

Ch) TJ:u:re ls no additional :stream 
contamination made possible through the 
enactment of this amendment. To the 
contrary, it helps to safeguard against 
further pollution by the sealing of -aban
doned mines. 

:I support this bill and sincerely hope 
the House of Representatives will pass it 
by an overwhelming vote. 

Mr. "EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 'Such time as he may desire to the 
£ent1eman from Pennsylvania '£Mr. 
RHODES]. 

Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, passage of H.R. 4094, the an
thracite mine safety bill, will ·benefit 
Northumberland and Schuylkill Coun
ties in the new Sixth Distriet of Penn
sylvania by enabling the sealing of 
abandoned mines which are a hazard 'to 
the people and a detriment in th·e drive 
to attract new industry. 

There are approximately a thousand 
abandoned and unsealed mine -Openings 
in the southern anthracite region of 
Pennsylvania. Of these thousand aban
doned and unsealed openings, 901 are 
located in Schuylkt"U and Northmnber
la.nd. Counties; 2111 are in Schuylkill 

_ County :and ti84 in Nortbumberland. 

That these abandoned mine ,openings 
·are a safety hazard is well known, par .. 
ticularly to the · people -et Shamokin. 
This they have ,learned :from bitter ex
perience. It Is apparent to ~one in 
the .coal regtc,ns that the abandoned, un
filled strip mines :add nothing but an 
eyesore to the landscape and are a 
drawback in any effort to attract people 
er industry to the area. 

H:R. -4094, introdllced by my Demo
cratic colleague, the gentleman 'from 
Pennsylvania, Congressman, DAN FLOOD, 
will be a great assistance to the people 
of Northumberland and Schuylkill 1Coun
ties, as well as in the anthracite areas 
of his district. I commend my col
league and good friend, the gentleman 
from Pennsylv:ania, DAN FLoo». the au
thor of this legislation for his leadership 
in bringing this biU to the House floor. 

It woulJ.d ·a.Uow the use of '$8 million 
s1ready authorized under the Federal
State Mine Drainage Aet of 195'5 to be 
used f.or sealing ,of these abandoned 
mine openings and the backfilling ,of 
abandoned strippings. 

This bill will not involve additiona.1 
expenditures of moneys above funds 
a1ready provided in the original act, as 
these funds are available and just wait
ing :for the most Judicious use as 
approved by the Congress and the 
Penn-sylvania Legislature. 

I .can think of no more judicious uses 
than the ones R.R. 409! authorizes. 

First, H.R. 40.94 would permit the 
filling of abandoned strip pit operations 
when ln the public interest. Such work 
could provide sites Ior industrial and 
commercial building which would be an 
advantage 1n the eeonomlc rehabilita
tion of the area. 

Second, this will help local organiza
tions such as !ale Independent 'Miners. 
Truckers & :Breaker.men of Shamokin~ 
which is doing a oommendab1e job o'f 
sealing abandoned shafts as a civic en
deavor,. but which has been handicapped 
by a. la.ck of iunds. This blll will make 
.such funds available. 

Third, it would assure residents along 
the Susquehanna River that the money 
-.shall not be used to .finance pumping 
operations such as the one that caused 
the disastrous fish .kill in the Susque
hanna River .in 1961. In fact, this bill 
wiU help prevent a major source of 
.stream pollution-s~age of mine wa
ter-by financing projects that prevent 
such seepage. 

The original act of 1955 authorized. 
the Federal Government and the State 
of Pennsylvania each to contribute $8½ 
million to provide for pumping opera
tions to avoid and eliminate :flooding of 
abandoned mines; $10 million of this 
original $17 million is still unused. Last 
year the Pennsylvania State Legislature 
passed a law authorizing this unused 
money to be used for sealing and back
filling of abandoned mines. H.R. 4094 
is merely the Federal counterpart of the 
St-ate legislation and ls needed bef~re 
the unexpended money can be used for 
purposes other than pumping-type op
erations. 

This legislation, if enacted. will mean 
jobs in distressed coal mining areas 9.Ild 

will reliminat~ much of the wasteland 
1n the coalfields. 

Mr. EDM;ONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield guch time a he m'B.y :require to ,the 
gentleman irom Pennsylivania 1CMr. 
DEBTJ. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I join with 
my colleagues in praising the work of 
the sponsor of this bill. the gentleman 
from PennsyJ"ania :CMr. FLooDl. Hav
ing served ior a great number of yea.rs 
in the state Senate cf Pe:mnsylvania I 
can tell the Members of the House that 
the gentleman :from Pennsylvania 1:Mr. 
FLoo»l did not paint the picture any 
darker than it really was. and is • .in the 
snthr.aclte .region. 

Mr. Chainnan, this committee, r be
lieve, understands th'e pJjoblems of thBlt 
area, because o! its long history of de
pression, due to many ea.uses~ not the 
least of which 1s the recurrent floods 
that have taken their ton 1n the coal in
dustry~ 

Mr. Chairman, I personally want to 
compliment the gentleman from that re
gion for his great work snd also to oom
pllment the committee for its generous 
efforts to have this legtslatlon. passed. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman. I 
Tise in fun support of this bill whlch I 
had the privilege of _reporting from the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs. 

This is a bill d:eslgned to save lives by 
using money 'already appropriated. This 
is a bill in the publlc interest to permit 
projects to be undertaken in the anthra
cite fields only when the sealing and fill
ing of abandoned mines .is in the interest 
of the :public health and.safety. 

As the chauman ol the full commit
tee., the gentleman from Colorado, the 
Honorable WAYl'lE AsPINALL, indicated, 
the bill we .are considering today is BD. 
extension of the Anthracite Conservation 
Act of Ju1y 15. 195'5. which had among its 
yur~oses the prevention of In.juries and 
loss o.f life and the preservation of pub
lic and private property~ 

An example of what can happen and 
did happen in the absence o! a program 
such as the one we advocate today took 
place in the city of Scranton. In the 
early .morning oI March 5, 1960, approxi
mately 1.25 acres of the surf ace in the 
100 block of South Seventh Avenue 
dropped. Then again about May 16, 
1960, another major subsidence ,took 
place causing tremendous damage to sev
eral dwellings and aiood warehouse. 

I .shall not take up the time of the 
Committee concerning details relative to 
the results to be achieved; rather I will 
take but a few minutes to detail the pro
visions of the bill before you and will let 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
FLOOD] and the genitleman from Penn
,sylv:ania {Mr. SCRANTON] tell YO'II what 
iihis bill will mean in terms of the an-
thracite coalfield ar~a. 

The Su.bcommittee on .Mines and Min
ing held 3 .f\lll days ol hearings on this 
legislation receiving testimony from 
Federal. State, and municipal officials 
as well as industry representatives. Our 
hearings were well publicized. It is sig
nifi.cant that no witnesses appeared in 
opposition tio this legislation which has 



1962 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 15109 
bipartisan support in the anthracite area 
of Pennsylvania. 

As the chairman of the full committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs further 
pointed out, the 1955 Anthracite Con
servation Act established an $8.5 million 
Federal authorization which, when com
bined with the State authorization of 
$8.5 million, set up a $17 million program 
for the conservation of anthracite coal 
resources on a matching funds basis. 

The program has been in operation 
for approximately 7 years during which 
time projects for the control of mine 
water have been accomplished in the 
amount of approximately $7 million
$3.5 million Federal and $3.5 million 
State. There remains authorization and 
funds for additional projects not exceed
ing a total cost of $10 million-$5 million 
Federal and $5 million State. 

As indicated by the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. ASPINALL], the attorney 
general of the Commonwealth of Penn
sylvania held that the 1955 act is not 
broad enough to embrace the sealing of 
abandoned coal mines and the filling of 
voids in abandoned coal mines. This 
work is essential if the program which 
was authorized in 1955 is to be fully eff ec
tive. In addition, there has been some 
surface subsidence and large areas of the 
anthracite region are in danger of sub
sidence by reason of abandoned mines. 

We are convinced that the situation 
in the anthracite field is unique and that 
it is therefore in the national interest to 
expand the basic Anthracite Conserva
tion Act to make clear that funds may 
be utilized for the sealing and :filling of 
abandoned anthracite mines regardless 
of motivation for any individual action. 

The committee adopted a series of 
amendments jesigned to strengthen the 
program and at the same time safeguard 
the public interest by making certain 
that we receive good value for every dol
lar expended during the program. 

First we adopted the amendment re
stricting sealing and :fllling to those in
stances where the work is in the interest 
of the public health and safety. 

The second amendment requires that 
the Secretary of the Interior determine 
that the projects are economically justi
fied and that potential benefits are esti
mated to exceed the estimated costs of a 
project. 

Another amendment prohibits the use 
of funds for the purchase of culm, rock, 
or spoil banks thereby precluding any
one from receiving a windfall. 

In addition a committee amendment 
would require the Secretary of the Inte
rior to submit an annual report thereby 
giving us the opportunity to exercise sur
veillance over the program. 

Finally the committee, in order to as
sure that money would be available if 
necessary for control of drainage of 
water, provided that $1 million of the 
$5 million of Federal funds authorized 
but unexpended as of June 30, 1961, be 
retained specifically for the control and 
drainage of water. 

We think this is a good program and 
worthy of support by this committee and 
the House. As I said before, the situa
tion in the anthracite fields is unique; 

. mining methods are different, which 

makes subsidence more likely in anthra
cite areas and the fire problem is greater 
in connection with anthracite mining. 

We have underlined in our report the 
uniqueness of the anthracite situation 
and included this paragraph as part of 
the legislative history of this bill: 

It should therefore be emphasized that the 
committee does not regard this as a prece
dent for similar legislation in_ other areas or 
in other States. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the approval of 
this bill: 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. SAYLOR]. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
requests for time? 

If not, pursuant to the rule, the Clerk 
will now read the substitute amendment 
printed in the reported bill as an original 
bill for the purpose of amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representative of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Act entitled "An Act to provide for the con
servation of anthracite coal resources 
through measures of flood control and an
thracite mine drainage, and for other pur
poses", approved July 15, 1955 (30 U.S.C. 
572) , is amended in the following respects: 

( 1) The second sentence of section 1 is 
amended to read as follows: "It is therefore 
declared to be the policy of the Congress to 
provide for the control and drainage of water 
in the anthracite coal formations and there
by conserve natural resouces, promote na
tional security, prevent injuries and loss of 
life, and preserve public and private prop
erty, and to seal abandoned coal mines and 
to fill voids in abandoned coal mines, in 
those instances where such work ls in the 
interest of the public health or safety."; 

(2) The preamble clause of section 2 is 
amended to read as follows: "The Secretary 
of the Interior is authorized, in order to 
carry out the above-ment.ioned purposes, to 
make financial contributions on the basis of 
programs or projects approved by the Secre
tary to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
(hereinafter designated as the 'Common
wealth') to seal abandoned coal mines and 
to fill voids in abandoned coal mines, in 
those instances where such works is in the 
interest of the public health or safety, and 
for control and drainage of water which, if 
not so controlled or drained, will cause the 
flooding of anthracite coal formations, said 
contributions to be applied to the cost of 
drainage works, pumping plants, and related 
faciUties but subject, however, to the fol
lowing conditions and limitations:"; 

(3) Section 2(b) is amended to read as 
follows: "The total amount of contributions 
by the Secretary of the Interior under the 
authority of this Act shall not exceed $8,-
500,000, of which $1,000,000 of the unex
pended balance remaining as of June 30, 
1961, shall be reserved for the control and 
drainage of water;"; 

(4) Section 2(c) is amended to read as 
follows: "The amounts contributed by the 
Secretary of the Interior under the author
ity of this Act and the equally matched 
amounts contributed by the Commonwealth 
shall not be used for operating and main
taining projects constructed pursuant to this 
Act or for the purchase of culm, rock, or 
spoil banks;"; 

( 6) Section 2 ( d) is amended by striking 
out the word "and" after the semicolon; 

( 6) Section 2 ( e) is amended to read as 
follows: "Projects constructed pursuant to 
this Act shall be so located, operated, and 
maintained as to provide the maximum con-

servation of anthracite coal resources or, in 
those instances where such work would be 
in the interest of the public health or safety, 
to seal abandoned coal mines and to fill 
voids in abandoned coal mines, and, where 
possible, to avoid creating inequities among 
those mines which may be affected by the 
waters to be controlled thereby; and"; 

(7) Section 2 is further amended by add
ing a new subsection to read as follows: 

"(f) Projects for the sealing of abandoned 
coal mines or the fill1ng of voids ln aban
doned coal mines shall be determined by the 
Secretary of the Interior to be economically 
Justified. The Secretary shall not find any 
project to be economically justified unless 
the potential benefits are estimated by him 
to exceed the estimated cost of the project." 

(8) Section 5 is amended by adding a sen
tence to read as follows: "The Secretary of 
the Interior shall, on or before the first day 
of February of each year after the institu
tion of the program for the sealing of aban
doned coal mines or the fill1ng of voids in 
abandoned coal mines, submit a report to 
Congress of the actions taken under this 
Act." 

Mr. EDMONDSON (interrupting read
ing of the substitute amendment). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
further reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with and that it be open for 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FENTON. Mr. Chairman, I off er 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FENTON: On 

page 3, line 10, after the word "which," 
strike out "$1,000,000" and insert "$1,500,-
000." 

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
offered this amendment for a very good 
reason, which reason I enlarged upon 
during consideration of the rule while 
we were in the House. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that those in 
charge of H.R. 4094 will accept the re
tention of $1,500,000 instead of the pro
posed $1 million. This will at least give 
the Federal Bureau of Mines and the 
Pennsylvania State Department of 
Mines some leeway in which to continue 
with the necessity of dealing with the 
mine water problems which are present 
in the anthracite coal region. 

If we are to believe what even the 
Federal Bureau of Mines and the Sec
retary of the Interior ana the experts 
in the coal region say; namely, that the 
coal industry is going to make a come
back then we will need mine drainage 
money more than ever. 

The main necessity for enactment of 
H.R. 4094 is to close the openings of 
abandoned coal mines and to fill voids 
in abandoned anthracite coal mines 
where found feasible. With these ob
jectives, we are in agreement and it is 
for those reasons that I support the 
bill. However, I believe it to be in the 
interest not only of the welfare and 
health of the people of the anthracite 
region but also in the interest of the 
future welfare and health and well-be-

. ing of our people and the national in
terest in preserving a vital resource 
from being ruined by inundation of 
water. 
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Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
am authorized to say on behalf of this 
side of the aisle that we would be very 
pleased to accept the amendment of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
FENToNJ.. We would like to compliment 
the gentleman and his other distin
guished colleagues who have been asso
ciated in support of this bill, the gentle
men from Pennsylvania [Mr. SAYLOR 
and Mr. SCRANTON] for their construc
tive approach to the requirements of 
the area for legislation which meets the 
overall problem of the anthracite coal 
region. 

The committee is also deeply indebted 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. FLOOD] and his able Pennsylvania 
colleague [Mr. RHODES] for their states
manlike advocacy of this measure. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FENTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I might say 
to the gentleman that the Members of 
the minority on this side of the aisle also 
would like to accept this amendment as 
an improvement of the original bill as 
presented. 

Mr. FENTON. I thank the gentle
man. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. FENTON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. FENTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FENTON: On 

page 3, line 11, after the word "of", strike 
out "June 30, 1961" and insert "July 31, 
1962". 

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Chairman, I think 
the amendment is self-explanatory. It 
simply means since June 30, 1961, there 
have been several projects proposed by 
the State of Pennsylvania to the Federal 
Bureau of Mines. Some small amount 
of money has been utilized since that 
time and so I ask for this clarifying 
amendment to change the date from 
June 30, 1961, to July 31, 1962. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FENTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
am authorized on this side to say that 
the amendment is agreeable here. 

Mr. FENTON. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, will the gen

tleman yield? 
Mr. FENTON. I yield to the gentle

man from Iowa. 
Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I would like 

to say again that the minority +\fem
bers concur in the objective of the gen
tleman's amendment. 

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to express my appreciation of the very 
fine courtesies extended to the various 
Members from Pennsylvania. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen
. tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FEN
TON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAmMAN. The question is on 

the committee amendment, as amended. 

The committee amenament, as 
amended, was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, 
the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. LANE, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 4094) to amend the act of July 
15, 1955, relating to the conservation of 
anthracite coal resources pursuant to 
House Resolution 731, he reported the 
bill back to the House with an amend
ment adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days to extend their re
marks on the legislation debated this 
afternoon. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Colorado? 

There was no objection. 

CRIME IN THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, due to the 

necessity of introducing some legislation 
having to do with crime in the District 
of Columbia, I am happy to prepare at 
the present time some legislation which 
I hope will receive the approval of both 
Houoos of Congress. 

Unfortunately, a very good bill was 
passed in this House to correct what was 
known as the Mallory decision. Unf or
tunately it has not received the atten
tion of the other body, I think it could 
do a great deal of good in assisting the 
police department in the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe also that a four
time-loser law, carrying life imprison
ment, such as we have in New York State 
would be a great deterrent to crime in the 
District of Columbia. I further believe 
that an investigation by a committee of 
the House of Representatives to assist 
in bringing forth some additional legis
lation would be helpful to both the police 
and the judiciary of the District of Co-

lumbia. I believe also that this Congress 
should act at this time, even though 
studies are going on, even though an in
vestigation may be made, because the 
police in the District-if anyone wants 
to investigate it as I have during the 
past week-will find that even though 
the police may make an arrest, they can
not hold a suspect and they cannot keep 
a suspect ; and when they do bring them 
into court to get a conviction, we find 
that rape is at a premium in the Dis
trict of Columbia, and so is mugging, in 
view of the fact that they let them off 
with a 90-day sentence. 

Mr. Speaker, Members may have read 
in the paper a week or so ago where one 
of our District judges reduced a rape 
~entence of 10 years by 8 years. 

Gentleman, what kind of situation is 
this, if we in the Nation's Capital do not 
try to set an example for the rest of the 
country? We should bring law and or
der to the Capital City of Washington. 
I believe that this is necessary now, and 
I sincerely hope that the Congress will 
concur and give every assistance 1n sup
port of this legislation. 

ADDITIONAL JUDGES FOR THE 
JUVENILE COURT 

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Mr. Speaker, I · 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. AUCffiNCLOSS. Mr. Speaker, I 

want to associate myself with the re
marks made on yesterday by the gentle
man from Maryland [Mr. MATHIAS] 
about the delay in the appointment of 
the two additional judges to the District 
juvenile court authorized by the Con
gress some months ago, This delay is 
responsible to a definite degree for the 
increase in youth crime here during the 
past year. 

It is high time that the President of 
the United States and his brother, the 
Attorney General, do something to cor
·rect this serious situation. Is it possible 
that the Attorney General with his vast 
and comprehensive experience as a pub
lic servant should permit politics to enter 
into these appointments? 

May we have an end to spectacles of 
people in evening dress being dunked in 
the family swimming pool and the play
ing of touch football on the Monument 
Grounds during the lunch hour and get 
down to the responsibilities of public 
business. These additional judges 
should have been appointed long ago 
and thereby something constructive done 
to correct an unbearable crime 15ituation 
existing in the Capital City of the United 
States. 

I subscribe to the sentiments ex
pressed in the article, "Youth Crime Up 
17 Percent," which appeared in the 
News on July 30, as follows: 

HIGHEST TOTAL--YOUTH CRIME UP 
17 PERCENT 

District police today reported a 17-percent 
-increase. in juvenile delinquency arrests dur
ing the fiscal year which ended June 30. 
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During the year, 2,366 Juveniles were re

ferred to juvenile court for action, the 
highest total recorded since police began 
keeping tabs on youth crime 9 years ago. 

Juvenile crime increased 9 percent 
throughout the country during the past 
year, and 5 percent in large cities. 

REPEATERS 

Police Deputy Chief John E. Winters, head 
of the Youth Aid Division, said most of the 
increase here was due to crime by repeaters. 

The report shows that 43 percent of the 
youths arreste~ had previqus records, and 
that 51 percent were in the 16-17 age group. 

"On these grounds, I would not call the 
increase alarming," he said. 

He suggested a two-pronged solution to 
the problem of repeaters. 

"Juvenile offenders must be brought be
fore a judge as soon as possible, and they 
must be treated realistically by the judge," 
he said. 

COURT BACKLOG 

Although Congress in March authorized 
an increase in juvenile court judges from 
one to three, no appointments have yet been 
made to fill the vacancies. 

The court's backlog rose to 2,900 cases 
in the 3-month period ending June 30-
269 more than in the preceding period, the 
court reported yesterday. 

The . crime report showed increases in vio
lent street crimes, with 24 more arrests for 
yoke robberies and 29 more for robberies 
by force and violence than were recorded in 
fiscal 1961. There were, however, decreases 
in pocketbook snatchings and armed rob
beries. 

DAIRY PLAN HAS REAL MERIT 
Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, all of 

us who are interested in exploring genu
ine solutions to the real problems of 
American agriculture recognize and re
spec~ the dedicated efforts of our col
league, the gentleman from Wisconsin, 
Representative LESTER R. JOHNSON. He 
has been in the forefront of the continu
ing :fight for ~conomic equality for our 
dairy farmers. He is unwilling to accept 
inaction and has worked tirelessly to 
obtain agreement on an acceptable and 
workable dairy program. 

Dairying is a basic agricultural indus
try and a vital segment of the national 
economy. The gentleman from Wiscon
sin, LESTER JOHNSON, is well aware of 
the troubles plaguing the dairy farmer 
and has devoted himself as a capable 
and experienced legislator to :finding and 
proposing solutions. He deserves much 
credit for the voluntary program which 
has been accepted by the House. This 
emergency program is intended to en
courage ~ an adjustment in the milk 
supply that will reduce the cost of the 
support program. In a letter to the gen
tleman from Wisconsin, Congressman 
JOHNSON. as chairman of the Dairy and 
Poultry Subcommittee, the Secretary of 
Agriculture has estimated a net saving of 
$54 million under the proposed voluntary 
reduction program. 

It must be emphasized that this is an 
. emergency measure and a voluntary pro-

gram intended to maintain dairy income 
and reduce expected excessive costs. 
This makes it all the more surprising 
that only five Republican Members voted 
against the amendment to strike this 
program from the bill while proposing 
no acceptable alternatives. 

Mr. Speaker, I include at this point an 
excellent editorial from the Wisconsin 
Agriculturalist of July 21, 1962, which 
states the case for the dairy program 
simply and clearly and comes to this con
clusion: "The program is sound. . It 
deserves a chance." 

DAIRY PLAN HAS REAL MERIT 

Any editor who writes about farm pro
grams right now takes a long chance. The 
odds are that the bill now in Congress wm 
be changed before this paper is mailed. 

The present bill in the House of Repre
sentatives would extend the present feed 
gra.In and wheat programs for 1963. This 
seems to be the best we can hope for this 
year. 

One section of the House bill would spell 
out a completely new dairy program. The 
program would run from October 1 this year 
to June 30 of next year. 

Under the program producers could 
voluntarily cut back their milk production 
by 10 to 25 percent of their 1961 marketings. 
Government would give surplus reduction 
payments of up to $2.50 per hundred for 
this cut. 

This program has real merit. It is volun
tary. Each producer could decide to go along 
or stay out. It would save Government 
money. It costs the Government about $4.20 
per hundred pounds of milk to buy and store 
surpluses. 

Producers could make additional income 
by cooperating. Most of them would find it 
more profitable to cut back production for 
$2.50 per hundred than to produce the hun
dred pounds and sell it at present prices. 

No one knows, of course, but our guess is 
that a substantial number of dairy farmers 
would cooperate. If they did, it would 
materially reduce dairy surplus. 

The program is sound. It deserves a 
chance. 

SAFE AND UNSAFE TEST BAN 
POSITIONS 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, on April 

18, 1961, the United States proposed a 
test ban treaty at Geneva requiring an 
international network of 180 seismic sta
tions, 19 of which would be in the 
U.S.S.R., to detect cheating on any agree
ment. The proposal called for 20 on
site inspections per year of seismic events 
occuring behind the Iron Curtain on a 
magnitude greater than 4.75 on the 
Richter seismic scale. It also called for 
an international control system to han
dle this police work. 

Subsequently the U.S. position was 
eased by hints of willingness to reduce 
somewhat the total number of seismic 
stations, drop the number of inspections 
on Soviet territory to 12 to 20 per year, 
and lower the Richter scale magnitude 
somewhat, possibly to 4 for events ex
empted entirely from the control ma
chinery . 

The Soviets have consistently rejected 
the U.S. proposals. They want no in
ternational control posts in their terri
tory and no inspectors roaming about. 
Their attitude is that they will have 
nothing to do with any scheme which 
permits foreigners behind the Iron Cur
tain and thus opens to view their closed 
society. Their negotiating attitude is to 
sit tight,· watch the West squirm, and 
wait for it to accommodate to the Soviet 
viewpoint. 

On April 16, 1962, eight so-called neu
tral nations proposed what they termed 
a "compromise" between the U.S. and 
U.S.S.R. positions. They would abandon 
the 180-station international seismic net
work. Instead detection would be based 
on the concept that existing national 
seismic stations, along with improve
ments and additions, would feed in data 
to detect explosions in the territory of 
nuclear powers. Under the proposal 
both the Unitecl States, the U.S.S.R., and 
other nations would be expected freely to 
furnish any and all data from their own 
seismic stations upon which even their 
own cheating, if any, could be detected. 
An international commission of scientists 
would be handed the task of processing 
this data. If the Commission detected a 
suspicious event, it could be invited to 
conduct an onsite inspection in the ter
ritory of the suspected cheater. 

Neither the United States nor the 
U.S.S.R. has rejected the eight-nation 
proposal outright. The United States 
indicates the commission "must have a 
right to conduct onsite inspections." 
The U.S.S.R. indicates that "no onsite 
inspections -could take place except on 
invitation of the suspected country." 

For over 2 years, during the various 
goings-on at Geneva, the Defense De
partment's Advanced Research Projects 
Agency-ARPA-has been carrying on 
Project Vela, an intensive research pro
gram aimed at improving methods of 
detecting underground nuclear explo
sions. On July 7, 1962, ARPA issued a 
press release reviewing its work. The 
release was widely interpreted by the 
nonscientific press as disclosing new 
technological data easing the test cheat
ing problem. 

I have determined that the press re
lease was not ARPA's idea at all. It 
was suggested by Defense Under Secre
tary Roswell Gilpatric who, in turn, had 
been nudged by McGeorge Bundy, spe
cial assistant to the President of the 
United States. Subsequently certain 
newspapers, such as the Washington 
Post and New York Times, habitual will
ing handmaidens in White House news 
leak and trial balloon operations, began 
running ·informed-source stories ·about 
possible new U.S. positions at Geneva 
based on the supposed improvements in 
seismology achieved by Project Vela. 
Later there began to appear editorial 
support for accommodating the Soviet 
rosition against detection machinery on, 
and inspection of, its soil. The Wash
ington Post on July 26 put it in tear
jerking terms of not allowing the- test 
ban negotiations to get stuck in a politi
cal freeze at the very moment when 
they are -overtaken by a · scientific thaw. 
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Meanwhile, down at the White House 
guarded announcements were made . of 
a series of high level administration con
ferences, all based on supposed advances 
in the science of seismology which, it 
was inf erred, had so drastically reduced 
the problem of detecting test ban 
cheaters that Mr. Kennedy must confer 
with all and sundry of the administra
tion's big names about it, even including 
Ed Murrow who would not recognize a 
seismograph if he saw one. The con
ferences were accompanied by more of 
the usual informed-source "think" 
pieces in the press. 

Thus began and was carried on what 
appears to be a careful preparation, 
brainwashing would be another word for 
it, of the citizens of the United States 
to accept a retreat from meaningful and 
safe test ban treaty terms. The ma
neuver has been skillful, unobtrusive, 
nevertheless deliberate and at the initia
tive of top echelon lieutenants of the 
Kennedy administration. 

The maneuver proceeded from and has 
been built upon two false premises: 
First, that the original April 18, 1961, 
U.S. treaty proposal did, in fact, propose 
a safe seismic detection system which 
now can be whittled away; and second, 
that there have, in fact, been develop
ments in the science of seismology which 
justify such whittling away. 

The truth is that the original 1961 
scheme was never adequate for the pur
pose and could not safely be relied upon 
to make a potential cheater's chances 
of getting caught sufficiently probable to 
deter him from attempting it. The prob
able effects of the so-called advances in 
seismology to date have been to make 
the original scheme less unsafe. It is 
highly improbable they have made it 
oversafe and thus subject to scaling 
down. 

The additional truth is that, although 
Project Vela has provided information 
about old problems involved in seismic 
detection and disclosed some new ones, 
it has produced little, if any, information 
about the answers to either the old or 
the new problems. Only by disregard
ing all the difficulties inferred in the 
ARPA press release, putting on rose
colored glasses and chewing tranquil
izers while reading the rest of it, can 
thought of accommodation toward the 
Soviet test ban position be excusably en
tertained. Soberly read, the ARPA re
lease discloses only the following: 

First. The characteristic outward
motion wave produced on a seismograph 
by all nuclear blasts and some earth
quakes can be heard better if the seismo
graph is picking up less background 
noise. This is a surprise to no one and 
also is a characteristic of the human ear. 
If the background noise can be reduced, 
this outward-motion wave can be de
tected at greater distances from the focus 
of an earthquake or underground nuclear 
explosion. Possibly background noises 
can be reduced by placing seismographs 
at deep depths in the earth, like 10,000 
feet below, or on ocean bottoms where 
background noise levels are thought to 
be low. 

Second. Variations in the geological 
formations in which a nuclear blast or 

earthquake occurs, and through which 
its shockwaves travel toward a seismo.;. 
graph, affect the speed with which the 
waves travel and the distance they are 
able to cover. Thus you must know the 
geology between the , general locations 
of an event and the seismographs de-. 
tecting it in order to calculate, with any 
accuracy, the probable location -of the 
event. You must also know the geology 
of a country in order to determine how 
far away you are likely to be able to 
detect at all. It is to be noted that 
little is known in the free world about 
the geology of the vast Eurasian land 
mass enclosed by the Iron Curtain. 

Third. Subject also to a thorough 
knowledge of geology, it may be possible 
to calculate at what depth an event 
occurred and thus rule out from sus
picion events which are calculated to 
have occurred at depths below which a 
cheater cannot lower his nuclear device. 
As yet nobody has been able to make 
such calculation with any degree of 
confidence. 

Fourth. New information indicates 
there are fewer earthquakes in the Soviet 
Union of a magnitude of 4. 75 on the 
Richter scale than previously thought. 

. Thus, if your treaty exempts from de
tection, suspicion, insl)€ction, control nu
clear tests below this magnitude, there 
may be somewhat less difficulty in 
detecting an unnatural event amongst 
a lesser number of natural ones at and 
above this magnitude. 

The following example illustrates that 
this is something of an illusion: 

If naturally occurring events in the 
.U.S.S.R. over 4.75 magnitude are as
sumed to be 100 per year instead of 300, 
that is, reduced· by a factor of three, it 
should be easier to detect an unnatural 
one. However, it will not be easier by 
a factor of three. Only the sorting proc
ess is reduced by a factor of three. 
The detection machinery still must be 
good enough to pick it up, classify it, and 
determine its focus. Further, this has 
little or no bearing on the difficulties 
to be faced when, once suspicion has 
been aroused, inspection must be car
ried on to verify the occurrence or non
occurrence of a violation. 

It is upon these slim and shaky tech
nical speculations that the administra
tion holds its high level conferences, 
sends up its trial balloons, and considers 
making changes in the U.S. position at 
Geneva. What these minds could be 
evaluating might be any or all of the 
following alternatives: 

First. Accommodating Soviet demands 
by substantial retreat from present U.S. 
positions, offering as an excuse ARPA's 
supposed scientific discoveries. 

Second. Submitting a new treaty pro
posal based on some variation of the in
adequate eight-neutral-nation proposal, 
offering the same excuse. 

Third. Maintaining the present U.S. 
position. 

Fourth. Modifying the U.S. position 
slightly, based only upon such realistic 
certainties as my have been established 
by Project Vela. 

Fifth. Junking the idea of attempt
ing to control underground testing and 
limit negotiation to tests in detectable 

environments such as the -atmosphere 
and the oceans. 

Sixth. Presenting a best · estimate of 
technical difficulties involved in under
ground detection and challenging the 
Soviets or anybody else to come up with 
something sensible in relation to the 
known facts. 

The tenor and content of the course 
of -events triggered by the inspired July 
7 news release leads me to believe that 
it is the dangerous first and second 
alternatives to which the high level 
conferees are directing their principal 
attentions. It is my fear that some vari
ation of the U.S. position 'along the lines 
of either, or a combinatton, of these two 
will be announced shortly by the White 
House. The consequences will prove to 
be explosively dangerous. Among them 
are these: 

First. The United States and the free 
world will be placed in an unsafe position 
from which the Soviets can get away with 
cheating and, within the space of a few 
years, achieve a sudden, overwhelming 
nuclear weapons superiority. 

Second. In caving in to the demands 
for an unenforcible treaty and sur
rendering our demands for an enf orc
ible one, any meaningful progress to
ward reducing world tensions and risks 
by negotiation and agreement will be 
surrendered until there is a change in 
U.S. administrations. Insofar as Mr. 
Khrushchev is concerned, Mr. Kennedy 
"has had it." This is particularly signifi
cant with regard to the Berlin issue. 

Third. Development of free world 
anti-ICBM defenses is thwarted and 
therefore this possibility of making nu
clear war less likely is eliminated. 

Fourth. Development of nuclear weap
ons which are more discriminate is made 
impossible for the West and unnecessary 
for the Soviets, thus eliminating this 
possibility of making nuclear war less 
inhumane and deadly, should it ever 
come. 

Fifth. A false feeling of security would 
be created and an unjustified relaxation 
of effort and incentive would ensue for 
tackling the basic problems of reducing 
the real risks of war. 

All this is true because the present 
Geneva test ban stalemate can be ended 
only in one of three ways: First, by the 
U.S.S.R. retreating from its closed so
ciety position; second, by a U.S. retreat 
from its demand for a safe, enforcible 
treaty; and, third, by scientific develop
ments permitting both nonintrusive de
tection and nonintrusive inspection so 
far as Soviet territory is concerned. The 
first of these alternatives is an ideological 
improbability at the moment; the last 
is a technological impossibility at the 
moment. Only the second alternative, 
U.S. retreat and surrender, seems to be 
visible on the horizon now. 

If this is true, then we must ask why 
Mr. Kennedy and his advisers appear 
willing to put the safety and survival 
of the United States and the free world 
in such peril. Certainly the answer is 
not to be found in disloyalty or subver
sion. If they do so other reasons must 
be found to explain why. These rea
sons are not entirely hidden and they 
amount to the same naive miscalcula-
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tions and wishful thinking which have 
led many otherwise thoughtful people 
into the test ban trap of agreement for 
agreement's sake. 

For a decade and a half the Soviet 
Union's propagandists have labored 
ceaselessly to blunt the truth that, ex
cept for atmospheric fall out, the world's 
danger lies not in nuclear testing but in 
nuclear war. A test ban treaty has been 
elevated to the status . of a symbol of 
peace, or at least symbolic of a vital 
first step toward mankind's eternal hope 
for peace. Its worth and value has be
come so artificially inflated by the hyp
notic effects of constant misleading 
propaganda that to many it seems worth 
almost any price. A false illusion has 
been created that it is an end in itself, 
rather than the means to an end. It has 
become, like the sirens of Scylla, a leg
endary unreality which beckons men to 
their doom. 

Moreover, because of all the peace 
hocus-pocus surrounding the test ban 
legerdemain, anyone who achieves such 
a treaty, regardless of its defects, defi
ciencies, and ultimate disappointments, 
is sure to reap for the short term, at 
least, all the popularity and esteem 
which can be expected to be accorded 
a peacemaker. There is little doubt that 
Kremlin masterminds had this sweetener 
for Western negotiators in mind ·while 
blueprinting their hard sell-soft sell 
campaign for peddling a one-sided test 
ban treaty. 

It is high time that Kennedy and com
pany a waken from their peaceful dreams 
of olive branch accolades, before · they 
make fatal commitments at Geneva. 
Emerging out of the dreamworld and 
into the real world they would see clear
ly that grabbing a brass ring engraved 
"R.I.P." from the test ban merry-go
round is not first prize, but the booby 
prize or, more properly, the bobbytrap. 
The real and only prize insofar as the 
United States and the free world is con
cerned is forcing the U.S.S.R. to retreat 
from its closed society position. 

Once the territory of the Iron curtain 
is opened up, even a crack, for others 
to determine what is going on behind, 
then it becomes impossible for the · 
Kremlin secretly to prepare for surprise 
aggressions. Once a crack is opened the 
precedent is set to make it wider. Once 
the Soviet Union signs a treaty enf or
cible on it as well as the non-Communist 
signatory, because the latter has a right 
to go behind the Iron Curtain and de
termine violations, then for the first time 
our world has a possibility of settling 
some of its problems by negotiation and 
agreement rather than by naked force. 

The objective of a test ban treaty is 
not agreement for agreement's sake, but 
the evolution of a less risky world tban 
the one in which we now exist. Mr. 
Kennedy can either throw away the one 
opportunity this Nation possesses to 
move toward such a world and involve 
us in deadly danger, or he can resolutely 
reject the peacemaker popularity pack
age he appears to be eyeing and coura
geously reject the blandishments of those 
who may urge him to accommodate the 
Kremlin at any price. 

The latter course, though a difficult 
<;me, is not an impossible one. Intelll-

gence, initiative, even brillance and, cept of brotherhood based upon the free 
most of all, patience and forbearance movement of goods and peoples; the 
are needed to turn the test ban issue theory of Adam Smith; and all the other 
back on the Kremlin and put it in a pet pleas of our many, ofttimes sincere, 
position where it might be forced by believers in so-called free trade. 
world opinion or other considerations When this Nation, through its Tariff 
to accommodate the West by relaxing its· Commission and President, found it ab
closed society obsession. Our safe posi- solutely essential to the well-being of 
tion is a reasonable one and can be made certain industries, to raise tariffs on 
understandable by others. We do not glass and carpets recently, we predicted 
demand a foolproof treaty, the impossi-· that the exporters of these products 
ble. The Brink's robbery is ample evi- · would show immediately the real rea
dence that practically nothing can be sons for their support of a free trade 
made foolproof. What we do demand is policy for the United States. 
both simple and equitable; namely, test What is happening is exactly what this 
ban mechanics which impose on the po- Member of Congress predicted here in 
tential cheater a sufficient risk of getting the House, before the Ways · and Means 
caught to deter him for attempting it. Committee, and in the public press. 
Roughly, any treaty must be written in I said then that the exporters would . 
such terms as to assure the following: demand concessions or would move to 

First; a reasonable probability of de- retaliate against our products in world 
tecting possible violations; trade. It could not be otherwise. The 

Second, a reasonable opportunity to case in point is clearly demonstrated by 
inspect and verify whether cheating has the following story just released by the 
occurred; latest bulletin from the European Com-

Third, for the cheater, some mean- munity. · 
ingful penalty for getting caught; and It bears out my predictions and shows 

Fourth, for the vic.tim, consequences that while the United States moved to a 
which are not fatal, whether or not the higher tariff on glass and carpets to 
cheater is caught. save these American institutions from 

Since each of these items is interre- extinction, the European Economic 
lated with the others, all must be taken Community is moving toward a higher 
together in determining whether any tariff in items that are not endangered 
particular proposed treaty is safe or un- by U.S. imports into the market. 
safe. That is to say, whether after sig- The brazenness of this action appears 
nature it leaves our world a less risky to be lost on the promoters of further 
one than before, or a more risky one. concessions in trade items that this Na-

It is interesting to note that on no tion produces in an overabundance. 
occasion has President Kennedy or any The story on the action of the Euro
member of his administration seen fit pean Economic Community against the 
to enunciate criteria for determining U.S. Government's use of a proper safe
safe or unsafe with respect to past Ge- guard written into both the U.S. Trade 
neva proposals or any modifications Act and the GATT agreements appears 
under consideration. Before discussing to hit a rather low point in the attempt 
the so-called Geneva alternatives, it to intimidate the American Government. 
seems the administration first must do ' One wonders how the Senate can act 
its homework on the matter of. basic upon the proposed new trade bill with
standards regarding how much risk can out taking into serious consideration the 
be accepted and still leave the United action of the European Economic Com
States in a safe position and how much munity in these cases. 
more risk will get us in an unsafe po- The following is reprinted from Bulle-
sition. tin No. 54, from the European Com-

Until this is done, there seems little munity, J une-July issue, 1962: 
reason for discussion of any Geneva al
ternatives, for there exists no realistic 
criteria by which they can be evaluated 
safe or unsafe. 

RETALIATION 
Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD and include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, during the 

long months of fighting for a tariff in
crease for the glass industry we learned 
a great deal about the attitude of some 
of our trading partners. 

We relearned something we Americans 
seem to have forgotten. We learned 
that trade is a commercial venture and 
its prime objective is profit, naked every
day profits without any regard to the 
niceties we hear so much about in the 
time-worn phrases such as the common 
good: our friendly allies; the world con-

EUROPEAN EcONOMIC COMMUNITY ACTS 
AGAINST U.S. TARIFF INCREASES 

The European Economic Community will 
raise import duties, effective August l, on 
five products exported by the United States. 
This is retaliation for the U.S. increase in 
duties on sheet glass and carpets, announced 
in March. 

The EEC Council of Ministers decided on 
June 5 to revoke concessions granted during 
the GATT negotiations to the United States 
on five items and to apply external t ar iff 
duties on these products as follows: 

[In percent] 

Product 

Polyethylene. ___ _______ 
P olystyrene ____________ 
Synthetic cloth _________ 
Artificial cloth __________ 
Varnishes and paints ___ 

GATT
Prenego- negotiated 

tiated concession 
· tariff to United 

States 

20 20 
20 20 
21 17 
20 16 
19 15 

Aug. I 
rate 

40 
40 
40 
40 
19 

As shown above, the tariff on varnishes 
and paints was restored to its level prior to 
the GA'IT negotiations, while the duty on 
the four other items was doubled or more 
than doubled. 
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The U.S. increase of duties affects a total 
volume of exports from the Community 
worth about $27 million and most severely 
affects Belgium, which is the main supplier 
of glass and carpets. The Community"s ac
tion; in response, affects a total volume of 
U.S. exports of approximately the same 
value, $27 million. 

The U.S. decision, announced March 17, 
raised duties on carpets from 21 percent of 
value to 40 percent, and on glass the in
creases varied from 73 to 150 percent ac
cording to size and thickness. Effective 
as of June 17, the increase was originally 
scheduled to be applied 2 months earlier 
but was postponed by the United States 
following a Belgian request. 

The U.S. Government announced on June 
5, the day of the Common Market Council 
decision, that it had made an offer amount
ing to partial compensation of the losses 
caused to foreign carpet and glass industries. 
This was done in response to a Common 
Market request for such compensation in 
the form of lower tariffs on other goods, 
in accordance with the rules of the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. 

Both the United States, in its March tariff 
increase, recommended to the President by 
the U.S. Tariff Commission, and the Common 
Market, in taking its retaliatory measures, 
were acting in accordance with provisions 
of article XIX of the GATT. 

Mr. Speaker, if this is to be the atti
tude of the European Economic Com
munity, what good will it do for our 
country to set up standards of protec
tion against the complete elimination of 
certain import vulnerable industries? 

Are we to be led to believe that as the 
European Economic Community becomes 
self-sufficient in other areas of produc
tion that the managers of this profit
motivated trade group will allow their 
plants to close down while we pour our 
products into their market? 

Is this the hope held out to those in
dustries that still enjoy a measure of 
export profit because of the needs of the 
Common Market countries? I may be 
all wrong, and I honestly pray that I am, 
but at this point-I would hazard a 
guess that if the President's proposal to 
place an 8½-cents-a-pound special im
port duty on cotton content imports is 
put into effect, the howl from the textile 
countries will be heard around the world. 

The alternative, of course, will be that 
this Nation's cotton mills will get the 
same 8 ½-cents differential allowed to 
them, thereby, putting the total cost 
upon the American taxpayer. 

There are those who believe quotas 
and tariffs can solve all the trade prob
lems.. They cannot, nor will they pro
vide an answer that can or will be 
acceptable. 

In the first place, our sugar problem 
shows the futility of trying to set up 
quotas and excluding some sugar pro
ducers from participating in the U.S. 
gravy train, paying almost double the 
world price for sugar. 

The answer rests in the equalizing, 
compensating factor plan. This is al
ready employed by some nations in one 
form or another. 

When any import, because of price, 
threatens the production of a like item 
in this or any other nation, that nation 
must have a right to adjust customs to 
meet the domestic costs of production. 

Costs of production to be based upon 
the fixed charges for taxes, labor, raw 

materials, and research and develop
ment. 'J'o do other than this is to in
vite the kind of action being advanced 
by the EEC. 

Nothing seems to wipe out the many 
resolutions of good will and friendly re
lations like the threat of the loss of 
profits as measured in taxes, income, 
jobs, and economic growth. 

In order that we keep the record clear, 
I would like to add at this time the front
page story from the same Bulletin No. 54, 
showing how the Common Market is 
moving in the direction of protectionism 
for its own industrial production in every 
instance where their production or po
tential of production is sufficient to meet 
their own needs: 
COMMON MARKET SPEEDS UP CUSTOMS UN

ION-INTERNAL TARIFF CUTS, MOVE TOWARD 
COMMON EXTERNAL TARIFF ACCELERATED 
The Common Market has decided to ad-

vance still further the pace of internal tariff 
cuts and the move toward a single external 
tariff for the whole European Community. 

Decisions taken by the Council of Minis
ters on May 15 put the Community 2½ years 
ahead of the Rome Treaty schedule. 

On the basis of the Council decision, al
ready decided in principle in April, the Com
munity has made additional internal tariff 
cuts of 10 percent on industrial goods and 
of 5 percent on some agricultural goods, 
effective July 1. 

Internal duties on industrial goods thus 
have been cut to a total of 50 pecrent of the 
level in force on January 1, 1957, the base 
date chosen in the Treaty of Rome. As origi
nally scheduled in the treaty, the cuts would 
not have amounted to 50 percent until the 
end of 1964. 

Duties on an agreed list of farm products 
have now been reduced by a total of 35 per
cent, effective July 1. This compares with 
a general reduction of only 30 percent en
visaged under the Rome Treaty by the end 
of 1962. 

The list of agricultural products includes 
some Uyestock, meat other than beef and 
pork, fish, coffee, tea, cocoa, and some canned 
foods. 

The second move toward the common ex
ternal tariff, which will now take place on 
July 1, 1963-two and a half years ahead of 
schedule-will bring the six countries' ex
ternal tariffs ao percent closer-either up or 
down-to the Community's common external 
tariff. The gap between national tariffs and 
the common external tariff will then have 
been reduced by 60 percent, while the com
mon external tariff will be applied on goods 
for which national duties did not vary by 
more than 15 percent above or below the ex
ternal tariff. 

The new move was essentially political, 
said Giuseppe Caron, vice president of the 
Common Market Commission. "The maxi
mum length of the transition period in the 
treaty (12-15 years) reflected an understand
ably cautious attitude regarding the ability 
of the six countries' economies to adapt 
themselves to the new situation, and the 
speedy adaptation of all sectors of the econ
omy to the challenge of the new market has 
enabled us to move ahead more quickly." 

Signor Caron is chairman of the Common 
Market Committee dealing with customs 
questions. The Committee was set up in 
April and 1s composed of the heads of the 
customs departments of the six Governments 
and members of the Common Market 
Commission. 

The point to remember in the case of 
the European Economic Community ac
tion is that while we were using article 
XIX of GATr to save American industry, 
the European Economic Community 

used the same section to retaliate in a 
spirit devoid of friendliness and good 
will and motivated by the old, old, 
search for profits, the fruits of unequi
table trade agreements. 

Mr. Speaker, this House has heard 
me say on many occasions that if the 
Members of Congress were allowed to 
vote secretly on the so-called trade ex
pansion bill the vote would reflect more 
of a concern over this legislation than 
the vote shows. 

The following release and correspond
ence justifies my position. 

I believe the Governors concerned sup
ported so-called free trade and the trade 
bill. 

However, they passed a resolution con
demning excessive imports and pointed 
to the economic danger this Nation :finds 
itself confronted with because of our 
trade policies. 

When the chips are down all of us are 
protectionists. I see no difference in in
jury to one industry as against injury to 
another. 

In my humble opinion the additional 
complaints pertaining t.o runaway in
dustries and production facilities further 
emphasize the widespread economic in
jury being sustained by most every 
branch of domestic enterprise. 

The position of protectionism taken by 
the Governors' conference is contained 
in the following statement: 

NATIONAL COAL POLICY 
CONFERENCE, INC., 

Washington, D.C., June 26, 1962. 
Hon. JoHN H. DENT, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.a. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN DENT: The detrimental 
effect that excessive imports of some prod
ucts cause to the American economy was 
recognized at the recent Governors' confer
ence in the form of a resolution urging the 
executive and legislative branches of the 
Federal Government to give full effect to 
those trade acts provisions "designed to pre
vent excessive imports of any goods or com
modities which would endanger the national 
security or the domestic economy of the 
United States." 

The position ta.ken by the Governors ts 
identical with that of the coal industry and 
the Governors of the coal States in reference 
to the importation of residual waste oil. The 
attached news release issued following the 
Governors' conference also expresses the 
opinions of four important Governors. We 
believe it to be in the national interest to 
solve the problem of excessive resldual oil 
imports, and solicit your help. 

Sincerely, 
JOSEPH E. MOODY, 

President. 

GOVERNORS AT HERSHEY CONFERENCE WARN 
THAT RESIDUAL OIL IMPORTS THREATEN THE 
COAL INDUSTRY 
WASHINGTON, July 8, 1962.-Governors 

from three coal States have issued a warning 
that residual oil imports pose a. serious 
threat to the U.S. coal industry. 

The warning came in a Joint statement 
issued at the Governors' conference in Her
shey, Pa., last week by Gov. Bert Combs, 
of Kentucky, Gov. David L. Lawrence, of 
Pennsylvania, and Gov. Will.lam Wallace 
Barron, of West Virginia. 

Their statement said: "The resolution on 
world trade will be most helpful to our 
efforts to restrict the importation of resi

. dual oil which 1s a serious, threat to tb.e 
prosperity of the coal industry o! our States." 
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The statement was issued after the full 

conference of Governors passed a resolution 
pointing out that "the employment, security, 
and job opportunities of America had been 
seriously affected by excessive imports. It 
urged President Kennedy and the Congress 
to give full effect to provisions or trade 
acts designed to prevent excessive imports 
of any goods or commodities which would 
endanger the national security or -the do
mestic economy of the United States. 

Joseph E. Moody, president of the Na
tional Coal Policy Conference, said that the 
fact that the coal-State Governors took the 
lead in drafting and supporting the resolu
tion, and that it was approved by the Gov
ernors' conference, is indicative of the Gov
ernors' concern of the flood of residual waste 
oil from abroad. 

"The Governors are close to the severe 
economic and social problems which exces
sive imports create," Mr. Moody declared. 
"It is, therefore, not surprising that they 
should take the lead in pressing for the 
protection which domestic industry must 
have to exist in the face of mounting im
ports from low production cost areas. 

"If the administration would take such 
action as requested in the resolution, the 
coal industry could be relieved of the resi
dual oil import threat within a matter of 
minutes." 

The coal industry has repeatedly appealed 
to the administration to stabilize the im
portation of residual oil for 5 years which 
would permit the coal industry a chance to 
orderly develop its resources. 

U.S. BOND PURCHASE WOULD DOOM 
UNITED NATIONS 

The SPEAKER. Under previous or
der of the House, the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. PELLY] is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, shortly 
this House will be considering legisla
tion to authorize the President, by bond 
purchase or loan, to provide funds for 
the United Nations to cover a major 
share of its current deficit. The policy 
set by the United States in this instance, 
Mr. Speaker, may well determine the 
fate, effectiveness, and future of this 
organization. In that spirit and as one 
who in the past has supported the 
United Nations, I now address myself 
to this subject-especially in light of a 
new and rather heartening situation. 

Mr. Speaker, tqe International Court 
of Justice at The Hague has ruled that 
all United Nations members are obli
gated to contribute their share of the 
expenses of the peacekeeping operations 
in the Congo and the Gaza strip. 

The decision opens the way for the 
United States to adopt a firm and far
sighted policy as far as the United Na
tions is concerned, which as I indicated 
is heartening. 

Had the Court's decision been that 
all United Nations members were not 
obligated to pay for these unusual oper
ations there could be an argument that 
the proposed bond plan was advisable. 
On the contrary, it seems to me, now the 
United Nations bond purchase becomes 
highly undesirable. To meet its financial 
needs the United Nations can and should 
assess all members immediately for the 
peacekeeping costs in accordance with 
regular procedure and in this connection 
the United States would pay our share 
which is about 32 percent. 

If, under these conditions, the Soviet 
Union and Arab States refuse to pay 
their assessments then let them lose 
their votes. Under the bond issue plan, 
members would not be compelled to 
subscribe; therefore, failure in paying a 
part of the costs of peace operations in 
Africa and the Middle East would not 
affect their right to vote. 

Mr. Speaker, if history some day indi
cates that the United States erred in 
supporting the United Nations I will 
always maintain the mistake was well 
worth the money in view of the fact 
that our gamble and effort was for the 
high purpose of creating an international 
instrument for peace. I hope history 
will turn out otherwise and the United 
Nations will not end in failure. I, for 
one, do not want to abandon that ob
jective even though at the moment the 
United Nations seems at a low ebb. 

However, if any sinister attempt is 
made through the United Nations, as 
one hears it may be, to destroy our na
tionhood or to put our country at the 
mercy of others, including the peoples 
of backward nations, then I and many 
others will move to kill it. 

I have reference, Mr. Speaker, for 
example, to such an ill-advised effort as 
is contemplated by the Commission To 
Study the Organization of Peace. This 
group, which ·is a research affiliate of 
the American Association for the United 
Nations, has issued a report entitled "A 
Universal United Nations." It appears 
to adhere to a position that application 
for admission to the United Nations is 
acceptable evidence of intent to abide 
by the obligations of membership. That 
recommendation accepts the proposition 
that the Communist manifesto does not 
mean what it says and that the Red 
China regime, for example, is peace lov
ing. In effect it means Red China should 
be admitted to the United Nations and 
furthermore, as I understand, that Red 
China repiace Taiwan on the Security 
Council. In other words the Republic 
of China would retain membership in 
the General Assembly of the United Na
tions but that the Peiping government 
be given its permanent seat, and veto 
power on the Security Council. 

So if any such a promotion is in pros
pect or if by some other proposal the 
United States is expected to yield its sov
ereignty or if indeed through the United 
Nations we are expected to yield to the 

· Communists who plan to destroy the free 
way of life of the United States then we 
better withdraw. Meanwhile let us take 
a firm position in financing the United 
Nations and thereby put Russia to the 
test as to whether she supports an inter
national cooperative peace effort. 

The United Nations Charter says any 
member behind in dues more than 2 
years "shall have no vote." At present 
only Bolivia, Guatemala, Paraguay, and 
Yemen qualify for this unfortunate 
group. The financing of peacekeeping 
operations costing less than $12 million 
a month should be apportioned to the 
entire membership by assessment and 
thereby the Soviet Union would pay up 
or soon reach the 2-year stage. 

If the United States buys the $100 mil
lion of bonds, we are supporting a policy 
which will weaken the United Nations 

organization and its effectiveness for all 
time to come. On the contrary, if we take 
a firm stand the high hopes of those 
Members of Congress who 17 years ago 
voted to ratify the United Nations Char
ter yet may be fulfilled. Rejection of the 
proposal to finance the United Nations 
by borrowing is essential. A regular as
sessment is the only answer if the United 
Nations is to succeed. 

Now is the time, Mr. Speaker, if ever, 
for the Congress to take a firm position 
and force the issue as to whether the 
Soviet Union will continue to hedge on 
paying up. 

Mr. Speaker, the foreign policy of the 
United States at times is devious and 
baffling. How many American citizens 
would approve of our Government-this 
administration-using foreign aid funds, 
ostensibly funds to oppose communism 
in the world, to pay the major portions 
of contributions of Communist Cuba, 
Communist Yugoslavia, and Communist 
Poland to the United Nations. More 
than $30 million of our foreign aid 
money, I understand, has been thus di
verted during the past 2 years for a pur
pose never contemplated, as I would 
deem it, by the Congress. This is what 
happens when the State Department 
finds a loophole in a program. Two 
years ago the President asked for con
gressional authority to borrow funds 
from the Treasury for foreign aid and 

· bypass the Appropriations Committees. 
Congress rejected that. Without annual 
justification and review by Congress all 
control is lost. But there are discre
tionary funds given the President which 
undoubtedly were used in this case. 

I think the use of foreign aid money 
to pay up the contributions of other 
nations-Communist nations--toward 
United Nations operations-military 
operations-is reprehensible. It may be 
lawful. I do not doubt that. But it is 
reprehensible. 

To authorize the loan of money to or 
purchase of bonds from the United Na
tions would be putting up money for 
those same countries and the U.S.S.R. 
besides. It does not make sense. How 
stupid can we get. We are told foreign 
aid is to prevent communism. Propo
nents of the bond proposal keep saying, 

· it is that or we wreck the United Nations. 
Since the World Court decision nothing 
could be further from the facts. The 
very opposite is true. 

The best interests of world peace, 
lasting world peace, Mr. Speaker, lies in 
defeating legislation to authorize the 
President to loan money or buy United 
Nations bonds. Here is an opportunity 

· for the United States to insist that the 
United Nations finance its operations 
by an assessment to all members. Then 
indeed we will be helping to assure the 
United Nations of a genuine chance to 
succeed. Then indeed the United Na
tions may become an instrument of 
peace. Otherwise as an effective or
ganization I would say it is doomed. 

Congress should vote down the au
. thorization for purchase of United Na-
tions bonds. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PELLY. I am glad to yield to 
my colleague. 
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Mr. GROSS. I commend the gentle
man for his statement. I agree with the 
gentleman 100 percent that this pro
posed bond issue ought to be voted down. 

Mr. PELLY. I would like to respond 
to the gentleman, Mr. Speaker, and say 
that I think the majority of the people 
of the United States still have high hopes 
that the United Nations will prove to be 
an instrument of peace. But, I would 
say by the same token that the majority 
of Americans strongly oppose the :financ
ing of the deficit of the United Nations 
through the authorization to buy bonds. 

Mr. GROSS. If my mail is any indi
cation, the gentleman is absolutely cor
rect in his latter statement. 

Mr. PELL Y. Further establishing 
that point, I would say an examination 
of the various polls that have been taken 
by Members of Congress and that have 
been put in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
from January of this year through June 
would indicate exactly what the gentle
man is saying, and that the American 
people do not support the purchase of 
United Nations bonds. 

IDSTORICAL AND CONTEMPORARY 
ASPECTS OF U.S. RELATIONS 
WITH THE PHILIPPINES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LIBONATI) . Under previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Hawaii [Mr. 
INOUYE] is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. Speaker, America's 
interest in the Philippines began in the 
latter part of the last decade of the 19th 
century. Since that time, extremely 
close ties have bound our two nations. 

While thrilled and elated at the news 
of Commodore Dewey's victory over the 
Spanish at Manila Bay on May 1, 1898, 
few Americans could locate the islands 
without the aid of a map. And most of 
us probably fitted the description of Mr. 
Dooley, who commented that the Ameri
can people did not know whether the 
Philippines were an island or something 
to eat. Today their general form and 
position are known to every American 
schoolchild. 

In the weeks preceding May 1898, 
America's policy toward the Philippines 
was being made by a small group of men, 
such as Admiral Mahan, Senator Henry 
Cabot Lodge, Theodore Roosevelt, and 
other advocates of the large policy. Nine 
months later, on February 6, 1899, the 
U.S. Senate ratified by a vote of 57 to 27 
the Treaty of Paris, ending the Spanish
American War and among other stipula
tions providing for American possession 
of the Philippines. Despite some mis
givings about the morality of our becom
ing the rulers of this distant land, we set 
out in good faith to raise living standards 
in the islands and to prepare the Philip
pines for inevitable independence. 

A permanent American commission 
was established in 1900 under Judge 
William Howard Taft, who in 1901 be
came the first civil Governor of the 
islands. An important step in the move
ment toward self-government was the 
establishment of a popularly elected as
sembly in 1907, as provided in the or
ganic act, or Philippine bill, approved 
by Congress on July 1, 1902. 

In 1913 a new Governor General, 
Francis Burton Harrison, arrived in the 
islands, and inaugurated a new era of 
Philippine self-government. Filipinos 
were given majority representation in 
the upper as well as in the lower house 
of the legislature. In addition, the Fili
pinization of the government service in 
the islands was accelerated. 

On August 29, 1916, the U.S. Congress 
approved the Jones Act, which contained 
the first official promise of eventual in
dependence for the Philippines. This 
act declared in its preamble that it "has 
always been the purpose of the people of 
the United States to withdraw their 
sovereignty over the people of the Philip
pine Islands and to recognize. their inde
pendence as soon as a stable govern
ment can be established therein." The 
Jones Act also reorganized the govern
ment. It provided for an elective senate 
and gave the Philippine Congress full 
legislative authority, limited only by the 
powers of the Governor General and 
the President of the United States. 

In 1919 President Wilson, acting on 
the advice of Governor General Harri
son, recommended that Congress ini
tiate legislation giving complete inde
pendence to the Philippines. However, 
during the Harding administration, offi
cial American encouragement of inde
pendence waned. The Governor Gen
eral under Harding, Leonard Wood, 
attempted to curtail the growing power of 
the native legislative body. This reverse 
course frustrated many of the Filipino 
nationalists and had the effect of stimu
lating the independence movement both 
in the islands and in the United States. 

The great depression gave further im
petus to this agitation for it brought into 
coincidence various Filipino and Ameri
can pressures, which led to the inde
pendence legislation of 1933 and 1934. 

The first Philippines Independence 
Act was passed by the American Con
gress in 1933, over the President's veto. 
However, it was not ratified by the 
Philippines Legislature, which felt that 
it offered too little postindependence 
economic protection. Filipino desires 
were taken into greater consideration in 
the Tydings-McDuffie Act, which passed 
the U.S. Congress on March 24, 1934, 
and was ratified by the Philippines on 
May 1 of the same year. This act pro
vided for an economic adjustment pe
riod, the establishment of the Philippine 
Commonwealth, the drafting of a con
stitution, and the transfer of sovereignty 
after 10 years. 

Independence was rapidly approach
ing when the Japanese attacked the 
Philippines in December 1941. The gal
lantry and assistance of Filipinos dur
ing the war clearly demonstrated the 
validity of America's program of inde
pendence for the Philippines, and also 
showed the deep sense of friendship 
which unites our two peoples. Loyalty 
to their bonds with the United States 
never wavered among the Filipinos. And 
in no other country of Asia did Japanese 
racist propaganda fall so completely on 
its face. 

With the crippling of the American 
fleet at Pearl Harbor, the Philippi;nes 
was cut off from any real assistance from 
the United States. On December 22, 

1941, the Japanese launched their attack 
on Lingayen Gulf, and American and 
Filipino forces began their famous rear
guard action on Bataan. The retreat 
down the peninsula led to the fortress 
island of Corregidor, which stands at the 
entrance of Manila Bay.- At great cost, 
Corregidor was held until May 6, 1942, 
after having resisted longer than any 
area conquered by Japan in its southeast 
Asiatic sweep. Throughout the Japanese 
occupation, Filipinos waged devastating 
guerrilla warfare. These actions tied 
down thousands of Japanese troops and 
greatly facilitated the American recap
ture of the islands. 

Most of the war devastation suffered 
by the Philippines occurred during the 
liberation campaign. American bombs 
and artillery · shells obliterated Filipino 
homes and factories, churches, and 
schools. Fierce ground combat between 
the retreating Japanese and the advanc
ing Americans brought further ravages. 
And thousands, Filipinos and Americans, 
guerrillas and civilians, men, women, 
and children, were killed, maimed, 
shattered. 

Whole cities were in ruins. Manila 
was 50 percent wiped out; the city of 
Zamboanga sustained 90 percent destruc
tion. On April 6, 1946, the House Com
mittee on Insular Affairs of the U.S. 
Congress filed a thorough report on the 
situation in the islands. It concluded: 

The Philippines are the most devastated 
land in the world. Years of labor will be 
necessary before the former physical condi
tions in the islands can be restored. Com
mercial buildings, stores, modern office 
buildings, factories, brid.ges, docks, transport 
fac111ties, utilities, communication lines, in 
fact, everything on which . the Ph111ppine 
economy depended has been destroyed. 

On December 28, 1941, President 
Roosevelt had proclaimed: 

I give to the people of the Philippines my 
solemn pledge that their freedom will be re
deemed and their independence established 
and protected. The entire resources 1n men 
and materials of the United States stand 
behind that pledge. 

On August 13, 1943, he further stated: 
We shall keep this promise Just as we have 

kept every promise which America has made 
to the F111pino people. You will soon be 
redeemed from the Japanese yoke and you 
will be assisted in the full repair of the 
ravages caused by the war. 

In ful:flllment of its previous pledges 
the United States proclaimed the inde
pendence of the Republic of the Philip
pines on July 4, 1946. In addition, we 
kept our commitments to aid the post
war economic advance and defense of 
the islands. Through the Philippine Re
habilitation Act of April 30, 1946, the 
United States undertook to compensate 
property owners for damages suffered 
during the war, and we appropriated $400 
million for that purpose. By the Bell 
Act of the same date we attempted to 
help the Philippines reduce its economic 
dependence on the United States through 
the gradual reinstitution of tariff sched
ules, with full duties to be reached in 
1974. 

Defensive arrangements have united 
our countries since the signing of the 
Military Bases. Agreement in 1947. This 
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pact gives the United States a 99-year 
lease over several important bases in the 
islands. The military partnership has 
been further strengthened by the Mutual 
Defense Treaty of August 30, 1951. 
Since 1954, America and the Philippines 
have also been allied in the defense of 
Asia through membership in the South
east Asia Treaty Org~ization, which, 
significantly, was formed in Manila. 

U.S. relations with the Philippines rest 
on three pillars of mutuality. First is 
the bond of trade. While the Philip
pines is no longer so heavily dependent 
on the American market as it once was, 
economic relations between our two 
countries remain very close, and about 
half of the Philippines world trade is 
still with the United States. 

The second pillar of American rela
tions with the Philippines is our common 
strategic objectives in the Far East and 
southeast Asia. The Philippines pro
vides a key anchor in our defense system 
containing Sino-Soviet expansionism in 
Asia. Likewise, our bases in the islands 
and our military posture elsewhere in 
the area are essential elements in the 
defense of the Philippines. 

The third strong tie which unites the 
United States and the Philippines is our 
common outlook on many issues. Both 
of our nations share a faith in freedom, 
a faith which leads us both to uphold 
democracy in our domestic affairs and 
to work at the international level to pro
tect freedom and to deter aggression in 
newly independent states. 

Despite some disagreements, our co
lonial record in the Philippines was an 
exceptionally good one, and the relations 
of our two countries are today on very 
strong footing. I hope that they may 
continue to be so. 

One of the factors which has con
tributed to understanding between 
America and the Philippines over the 
years has been an active, two-way com
munication carried on by the peoples of 
the two nations. Americans of Philip
pine ancestry have greatly aided this 
effort, and I would like to take this op
portunity to offer a special commenda
tion to those Filipinos who settled in my 
own State of Hawaii. 

The Hawaiian Sugar Planters' Associ
ation experimentally introduced a few 
Philippine families into the Hawaiian 
Islands in 1906. After the cessation of 
Japanese immigration in 1907, sugar 
planters began importing large numbers 
of Philippine laborers. Many others 
came on their own. The introduction of 
Filipinos was discontinued in 1932, be
cause of the depression, but a few thou
sand more were brought in 1946 to help 
alleviate a temporary labor shortage. In 
all, some 125,000 Filipinos came to the 
islands, although many returned to the 
Philippines after a few years. Today, 
there are more than 69,000 Filipinos, 
many of whom are American citizens, 
living in the state of Hawaii. 

The Filipinos represent the last of 
the waves of immigration which have 
populated Hawaii. ·As the last group to 
arrive, they were at a disadvantage in 
raising their standard of living relative 
to the level of other groups in the is
lands. But these immigrants showed 
their -ability to stand up under the hard 
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work of the sugar fields. They raised 
families, and they taught their children 
the importance of education. Today, the 
Filipino-Americans in Hawaii can boast 
members of the State legislature, of 
county boards, and of all of the prof es
sions. These men and women have dem
onstrated their devotion to the tenets of 
good citizenship through membership in 
numerous civic organizations. Through 
their personal and civic advancement of 
the ideals of American democracy, these 
Filipino-Americans have made an impor
tant contribution to the State of Hawaii 
and to the United States as a whole. 

Tomorrow, we will be considering H.R. 
11721, a bill authorizing the sum of $73 
million for the payment of the balance 
of awards for war damage compensation 
made by the Philippine War Damage 
Commission under the terms of the Phil
ippine Rehabilitation Act of April 30, 
1946. H.R. 11721 embodies an American 
promise to the Republic of the Philip
pines. As President Roosevelt so elo
quently proclaimed in 1943, we have kept 
and we intend to keep every promise 
which we have made to the Filipino peo
ple. Let us not now set an unfortunate 
precedent by breaking this solemn prom
ise. 

I sincerely hope that my colleagues 
in the House will bear this solemn Amer
ican pledge in mind and grant favorable 
consideration to passage of H.R. 11721. 

THE RIGHT OF FRANCHISE HAS 
TWO PARTS 

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CURTIS] may extend his 
remarks in the body of the RECORD and 
include extr~eous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
woman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. 

Speaker, the basic civil right. the right 
of franchise has two parts. If either 
part is missing the right does not exist. 
These two parts are: First, the right to 
vote; and second, the right to have that 
vote counted honestly. 

The National Democrat Party, a three 
headed coalitionF consisting of the 
northern city machine Democrat, the 
southern Democrat, and the American 
for Democratic Action Democrat stands 
charged of violating one part of the 
right of franchise, the right to vote, 
through its southern head, and the other 
right of franchise, the right to have the 
vote counted honestly through its north
ern city machine head. The ADA Demo
crat though ideologically in support of 
civil rights, looks the other way when 
attempts are . made to enforce the full 
right of franchise in our country. 

In the 1961 session of the Congress, 
the gentleman from Florida [Congress
man CRAMER], offered an amendment to 
the extension of the life of the Civil 
Rights Commission to enlarge its juris
diction to include vote fraud, the right 
to have the vote counted honestly. This 
amendment was adopted by the House 
Judiciary Committee, but it seemed im-

. portant to the northern city machine 

Democrat that this amendment die. Yet 
the northern city machine Democrat and 
the ADA Democrat dared not affront 
their constituency to whom they appeal 
for votes as great civil rights supporters 
by failing to extend the life of the Civil 
Rights Commission. 

What to do? The leaders of the Dem
ocrat National Party in the House and 
the Senate with the approval and guid
ance of the President tied the legislation 
up in the reformed House Rules Com
mittee so that the Hc.,use could not work 
its will, went over to the Senate and 
tacked on a nongermane amendment to 
a House-passed appropriation bill which 
extended the life of the Civil Rights 
Commission without jurisdiction over 
vote fraud. 

The extension to the life of the Civil 
Rights Commission accordingly is part of 
a 1961 appropriation act. 

I have just received a copy of a letter 
the then Deputy Attorney General, now 
Supreme Court Justice Byron R. White, 
wrote to the gentleman from Florida,· 
Congressman CRAMER, on March 22, 1962, 
setting forth what is the Kennedy ad
ministration and the National Demo
cratic Party's reasoning on why it is un
concerned about having the Civil Rights 
Commission look into vote fraud. 

I am setting out the letter in its en
tirety so all may read the cynical casuis
try it reveals: 

The letter states; 
In the absence of similar showing o! ln

abillty o:f State and Federal law-enforcement 
agencies to deal with election frauds, an 
extension of the Commission's mandate to 
this area, would seem unwarranted. 

The basic point made by the southern 
Democrats in resisting looking into 
denial of the right to vote has been that 
there had been no showing of inability of 
State and Federal laws to enforce the 
right to vote. Years of effort was neces
sary to overcome this opposition. In
deed the very purpose of establishine- the 
Civil Rights Commission was to pin this 
point down. The southerners fought 
this matter tooth and toenail just as the 
city machine Democrats have fought 
successfully up to date, the looking into 
the deprivation of our people's right to 
have their vote counted honestly. 

The letter states about the right to 
vote: · 

However, the investigation of such viola
tions has been merely a part of a broad study 
of discrimination against minority groups. 

According to this warped logic, dis
crimination against majority groups has 
no part in a study of discrimination 
against minority groups.. Be that as it 
may, the facts are that the deprivation 
of having the vote counted honestly is 
also largely directed to minority groups. 
This is true both in the rural South 
where it sometimes takes a strange twist 
of having Negroes vote not once but 
many times over-as directed-and in 
the big city areas where the constituen
cies are made up largely of minority 
groups, including Negroes. 

I am hopeful that our citizens will see 
through the hypocrisy of the National 
Democratic Party as exemplified by the 
position it has taken in respecft to the 
-right of franchise. The Democratic 
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Party looks three ways on many other 
important issues of the day, thus con
tributing to the confusion of the voter 
in determining what the two major 
parties stand for. 

The letter from Deputy Attorney Gen
eral Byron R. White to the gentleman 
from· · Florida, Congressman CRAMER, 
follows: 

Hon. WILLIAM C. CRAMER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

MARCH 22, 1962. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CRAMER: This is fur
ther in reply to your letter of August 8, 
1961, proposing that the duties of the Civil 
Rights Commission be enlarged. 

As you know, the life of the Civil Rights 
Commission was extended to September 1963 
in the Department of Justice appropriation 
bill (Public Law 87-264). Under your pro
posal the Commission would be directed to 
"investigate allegations in writing, under 
oath, or affirmation, that certain citizens of 
the United States are being unlawfully ac
corded or denied the right to vote, or to have 
that vote counted, for presidential electors, 
Members of the U.S. Senate, or the House 
of Representatives, as a result of any pat
tern or practice of fraud or discrimination 
relating to the conduct of such election." 
This proposal would extend the Commis
sion's investigatory mandate from denials of 
the right to vote on grounds of color, race, 
religion, or national orgin to any pattern or 
practice of fraud or discrimination in the 
conduct of elections to Federal office. 

While there is no legal impediment to the 
expansion of the Commission's duties as 
suggested, it would seem doubtful whether 
such an expansion of its duties would be 
desirable. Although fraud and discrimina
tion on grounds other than color, race, reli
gion, or national origin in the conduct of 
Federal elections are no less reprehensible 
than the deprivations of the right to vote 
presently within the jurisdiction of the Com
mission, there is no reason to believe that 
the ordinary law enforcement agencies are 
unable to cope with them. Fraud and dis
crimination in Federal elections are punish
able under 18 U.S.C. 241 and 242, United 
States v. Classic (313 U.S. 299 (1941)); 
United States v. Saylor (322 U.S. 385 (1944)); 
United States v. Fontana (231 F. 2d 807 (C.A. 
3-1956)). In addition they are crimes under 
the laws of the several States. The Com
mission would therefore be operating in an 
area which is primarily and appropriately the 
responsibility of Federal and State grand 
juries and other existing investigatory 
agencies. 

Of course, deprivation of the right to vote 
on grounds of color, race, religion, or national 
origin is likewise a crime under both Fed
eral and State law. However, in the con
gressional hearings on the Civil Rights Act 
of 1957, there was a substantial showing that 
prevailing community attitudes in some areas 
made protection of the political rights of 
Negroes peculiarly difficult notwithstanding 
the laws already on the books. (See, e.g., 
hearings before Subcommittee on Constitu
tional Rights of the Senate Judiciary Com
mittee, ·85th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 237-243, 
291-307, 488-526, 815-830, 863-870.) In de
limiting the Commission's scope of investiga
tion as set forth in 42 U.S.C. 1975(a) (1), 
Congress recognized that the political rights 
of members of minority groups require spe
cial protection. In the absence of similar 
showing of inability of State and Federal law 
enforcement agencies to deal with election 
frauds, an extension of the Commission's 
mandate to this area, would seem unwar
ranted. 

The problem of election frauds is essen
tially one of law enforcement and the 
Commission is not a law enforcement agency. 
"Its primary purpose is to collect and accu
mulate data so that a more intelligent study 

of the [ civil rights J problem may be made" 
(H. Rept. No. 291, 85th Cong., 1st sess., p. 8). 
It is true that the subject matter of its inves
tigations has often involved law violations, 
particularly in the field of voting. However, 
the investigation of such violations has 
been merely a part of a broad study of 
discrimination against minority groups. In 
its 3 years' existence the Commission has ac
quired an expertise in thi~ field. Accord
ingly, it is not believed that the Commission 
should be diverted to an essentially dis
similar area of investigation from that in 
which it has been operating. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that 
there is no objection to the submission of 
this report from the standpoint of the admin
istration's program. 

Sincerely yours, 
BYRON R. WHITE, 

Deputy Attorney General. 

DISSENTING VIEWS OF MR. PATMAN 
AND MR. GONZALEZ ON H.R. 8874, 
A BILL TO AUTHORIZE CERTAIN 
BANKS TO INVEST IN CORPORA
TIONS WHOSE PURPOSE IS TO 
PROVIDE CLERICAL SERVICES 
FOR THEM, AND FOR OTHER PUR
POSES 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. PATMAN] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Hawaii? 

'l'here was no objection. 
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, in a de

mocracy the people must be fully in
formed. The people's elected Repre
sentatives in Congress thus carry a deep 
obligation to make sure that all the 
relevant facts have been brought out on 
proposals for new legislation. The 
gentleman from Texas, Congressman 
GONZALEZ, and I believe that the brief 
hearings on H.R. 8874, a bill to authorize 
certain banks to invest in corporations 
whose purpose is to provide clerical serv
ices for them, and for other purposes, 
before the Banking and Currency Com
mittee, failed to disclose sufficient justi
fication for approval of the bill and we, 
therefore, are filing our dissenting views. 

The bill raises serious questions under 
the antitrust laws, and may well open 
the way to restraints of trade, price :fix
ing, and further bank mergers. There 
is danger that the bill will permit dan
gerous dilution of capital structure of 
banks. No foundation has been laid 
for the necessity for banks to invest in 
service corporations rather than to 
secure electronic clerical services from 
independent service bureaus. Finally, 
the bill is tailor made to benefit particu
larly branch and holding company bank
ing. 

I include herewith the text of the dis
senting views on H.R. 8874 of the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] and 
myself. 
DISSENTING VIEWS OF MR. PATMAN AND MR, 

GONZALEZ ON H.R. 8874, A BILL To AU
THORIZE CERTAIN BANKS To INVEST IN COR• 
PORATIONS WHOSE PURPOSE Is To PROVIDE 
CLERICAL SERVICES FOR THEM, AND FOR 
OTHER PURPOSES , 
We dissent to H.R. 8874 on seven grounds: 
1. The bill raises serious problems under 

the antitrust laws and may open the door to 

restraints -of trade, price fixing, and bank 
mergers. This very important question was 
not raised in the hearings. We are present
ing an opinion of Judge Lee Loevinger, As
sistant U.S. Attorney General, Antitrust 
Division, Department of Justice, herewith, 
that is convincing that further study be 
given this proposal. 

2'. Inadequate hearings were held to guide 
us in this very new pioneering venture. 
More time should be given for developments 
and experience. 

3. Billions of dollars are involved in this 
bill that is presented in very short hearings 
where limited information was presented and 
where few questions were asked. This is a 
bonus to the banks since it allows 10 percent 
of their capital funds to perform double 
duty. Banks' capital can also be diluted by 
investments in small business investment 
companies. Capital funds are sacred and 
should be carefully guarded. 

4. No foundation has been laid for the 
necessity for banks to invest in service cor
porations as the only means of securing the 
advantages of electronic clerical services. 

5. The bill, as written, is tailor made to 
benefit particularly branch and holding com
pany banking. 

6. Banks should not be permitted to dilute 
their capital structure in this fashion, when 
the banks already complain about inability 
to make loans because of insufficient capital. 

7. It is doubted that small or independent 
banks will permit even friendly competitors 
to have access to their confidential tranEOac
tions and business, so we can reasonably 
expect that only branch and holding com
pany banks will utilize the provision, with 
the result that they will have an advantage 
over their small and independent competi
tors. The bill thus would have consequences 
which its sponsors claim they are preventing. 

BILL RAISES SERIOUS QUESTIONS UNDER THE 
ANTITRUST LAWS 

The committee might well have elicited 
test~mony from the Chief of the Antitrust 
Division of the Department of Justice to 
explore the possibility of problems this bill 
might create under the antitrust laws. Mr. 
PATMAN undertook to ask Judge Loevinger 
about this and received the following reply, 
which speaks quite eloquently of the prob
lems this bill might raise: 

JULY 27, 1962. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN PATMAN: This is in 

reply to your request for my views on the 
possible antitrust consequences of H.R. 
8874, a bill to authorize certain banks to 
invest in corporations whose purpose is to 
provide clerical services for them, and for 
other purposes. 

While I do not disagree with the basic 
objective of this bill, you may wish to con
sider possible abuses which might raise ques
tions under the antitrust laws. 

The exchange of confidential business 
information among competitors carries with 
it the possibility that such information will 
be used for anticompetitive purposes. Thus 
the exchange of information concerning 
interest rates and charges to particular 
customers could result in an elimination of 
competition .for the account and an arti
ficial stabilization of interest rates at non
competitive levels. Past experience has 
illustrated that such anticompetitive results 
have in fact occurred in the operation of 
many bank clearinghouse associations. To 
avoid this possib111ty, it would be desirable 
to provide that no information furnished to 
the service corporation may be made avail
able to participating banks other than the 
bank directly involved. 

Moreover, such jointly owned corporations 
could become vehicles through which large 
banks could enhance their dominant posi
tion in the market. Competition in the 
offering of services is one of the most impor
tant types of competition which the anti
trust laws seek to preserve. Frequently, 
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service competition 1s the principal means 
by which small businesses, including banks, 
are able to attract and maintain business. 
Any diminution in the incentive to small 
banks to engage 1n competition of this type 
would be of serious concern to the Depart
ment of Justice. 

In view of the fact that the formation of 
such corporations is not exempted from the 
antitrust laws, any antitrust violation 
oocurring in the operation of the service 
corporations would, of course, be subject to 
prosecution by the Department of Justice. 
If, for example, the acquisition of stock in 
any of these corporations should substan
tially lessen competition or tend to create a 
monopoly, section 7 of the Clayton Act 
would be fully applicable. 

Time has not permitted a detailed analysis 
of the bill or coordination of these views 
either within the · Department or with the 
Bureau of the Budget. However, I hope 
that these observations may be of some help 
1n your consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely, 
LEE LOEVINGER, 

Assistant Attorney General, Antitrust 
Division. 

Judge Loevinger raises · the question about 
the possible exchange of confidential busi
ness information among competitors and 
the possibility that this procedure might be 
used for anticompetitive purposes. 

This ls obviously a serious matter, as wit
ness the statement made by Mr. Wolcott: 

"The bank service corporation will have in 
its possession records and data of two or 
more banks, confidential in nature and vital 
to the banks' operations. For that reason 
the supervisory agency must be put in a 
position of immediate control of any con
duct by the bank service corporation con
stituting a violation of any provision of the 
blll or of any regulation thereunder." 1 · 

Thus, both the supervisory agencies and 
the Antitrust Division would, under this blll, 
be required to undertake additional bur
dens; namely, to observe very carefully the 
conduct of any bank service corporation, to 
determine whether they would involve any 
violations of law. 

Judge Loevinger speaks of the danger of 
Jointly owned corporations becoming "ve
hicles through which large banks could en
hance their dominant position in the mar
ket." 

He also stresses: 
"Competition 1n the offering of services 

ts one of the most important types of com
petition which the antitrust laws seek to 
preserve." 

Further, he notes: 
"Frequently, service competition is the 

principal means by which small businesses, 
including banks, are able to attract and 
maintain business. Any diminution in the 
incentive to small banks to engage 1n com
petition of this type would be of serious 
concern to the Department of Justice." 

Finally, Judge Loevinger points to the 
danger of monopolistic mergers. There 1s 
a tremendous merger movement underway 
among banks. The growing monopoly of 
money and credit-the lifeblood of our 
economy-poses an ominous threat particu
larly to opportunities for small business. 
The Congress should not take steps to ac
celerate this trend. 
HEARINGS INADEQUATE FOR SUCH A PIONEERING 

VENTURE 

H.R. 8874 would permit any two or more 
national banks and State member banks, 
when authoriud by State law, to invest not 
exceeding 10 percent o! each banks' capital 
and surplus 1n stock o! a bank service cor
poration, established to provide clerical and 
bookkeeping services. 

1 Hearings on H.R. 8874, p. 47. 

The hearings were exceedingly brief. Tes
timony was heard from the Chairman of the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, the Comptroller of the Currency, 
and a director of the Federal Deposit Insur
ance Corporation (Mr. Wolcott). Statements. 
were also fl.led by counsel of the Connecticut 
Bankers Association and by the executive 
vice president of the Massachusetts Bankers 
Association. Very few questions were raised 
by committee members. Comptroller of the 
Currency Saxon termed the bill "purely a 
technical, procedural one in essence and in
tended primarily to meet the requirements 
of smaller institutions." 2 

He commented further: 
"The proposal is not an earthshaking 

thing." 3 

Comments of the banking officials notwith
standing, this ls a serious pioneering venture 
for banks into nonbanking fields. More 
thorough testimony should be elicited and 
more time should be given for development 
and experience in this area befort taking 
the major step the bill provides. 
BANKS SHOULD NOT BE PERMITTED TO DILUTE 

CAPITAL STRUCTURE 

It need hardly be documented, in view of 
the complaints we have heard in increasing 
volume in recent years, that banks--particu
larly small banks--feel that their capital ra
tios are inadequate. It is contended that 
inadequate capital ratios are an impediment 
to making much needed loans. 

The 1961 Annual Report of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, a copy of 
which I have just received, reveals a further 
decline in the capital ratio of insured banks. 
This is shown by the following tabulation: 

Ratio of total capital accounts to total assets 
other than cash and U.S. Government 
obligations, of au insured. banks in the 
United States, Dec. 31, 1958, through Dec. 
30, 1961 

Call dates: Percent 
Dec. 31, 1958 _______________________ 14. 1 
June 10, 1959 ______________________ 13.9 
Dec. 31, 1959 _______________________ 13. 5 
June 15, 1960 ______________________ 13.6 
Dec. 31, 1960 _______________________ 13. 7 
Apr. 12, 1961 _______________________ 13.9 
June 30, 1961 ______________________ 13.9 

Sept. 27, 1961---------------------- 13. 9 
Dec. 30, 1961_ ______________________ 13. 6 

Source: Annual Report of the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation, 1961, p. 107. 

As shown above, the ratio of capital ac
counts to total assets other than cash and 
U.S. Government obligations has declined in 
recent years. As of December 30, 1961, it 
stood at 13.6 percent as compared with 14.1 
percent at the end of 1958. During this same 
interval, total loans and discounts- (net) of 
all insured banks rose from $117 billion at 
the end of 1958 to over $150 blllion at the 
end of 1961. 

That investment in service corporations 
will dilute the capital structure of banks is 
reflected in the efforts of the Comptroller of 
the Currency to raise the effective limit to 
25 percent. 

Already, the capital funds of the banks are 
doing double duty, since they can be diluted 
by investments in small business inve·stment 
companies. 
QUESTION NOT EXPLORED AS TO WHETHER BANKS 

COULD' SECURE ELECTRONIC CLERICAL SERVICES 
WITHOUT INVESTING IN SERVICE CORPORA
TIONS 

Were this a matter simply of enabling 
banks to secure the cost-saving beneflts of 
electronic devices, it would not cause any 
great concern. However, it 1B in the means 
o! securing such services that serious prob-

_ lems arise. Is it essential that banks secure 

2 Hearings, p. 40. 
I Ibid, 

an ownership interest in a service corpora
tion in order to have the benefit of electronic 
services? No testimony was heard on this 
point. The matter was not raised by any of 
the members of the committee. 

The limited testimony was 'to the effect 
that only by being permitted to join to
gether with other banks and investing in 
service corporations would the smaller banks 
be able to secure the cost-saving efficiency 
of electronic bookkeeping. 

Mr. Wolcott testified: 
"The electronic computer, with related 

equipment, is ideally suited to the account
ing needs of banks, but unfortunately is so 
costly that only the large banks can afford 
the machines. If the small banks, and 10,-
000 of the 13,400 banks of the country are 
small banks (under $10 million), were un
able to ut11ize the electronic computer be
cause of cost, they would be placed at a 
serious disadvantage. 

"Fortunately, the great speed and capa
b11ities of computers make it possible for 
one installation to perform the accounting 
function for several smaller banks located 
within a county or regional area possessed 
of good communications. By sharing the 
expense, two or more banks may enjoy the 
benefits of a computer system on a par with 
large banks." ' 

Mr. Saxon stated: 
"Many of them singly lack the capital re

quired to undertake these extensive pro
grams in view of the cost of the equip
ment." 5 

Mr. Martin stated: 
"Under the blll, two or more banks would 

be able to pool their resources through the 
corporate device in order to gain the bene
fits-for themselves and for their custom
ers-of this expensive equipment."• 

Electronic devices have been so publicized 
in recent years that one would think that 
nothing can be done without them. They 
are thought to be so efficient and so magnifl
cen t that merely to suggest their use is to 
induce enthusiasm. Maybe this ls the reason 
why no questions were raised as . to whether 
the only way banks could utilize such elec
tronic equipment would be to own them. 
But this overlooks a very important fact, 
namely, that the major electronic companies 
provide these services through their own 
service bureaus. It is not necessary to own 
the equipment. Indeed,. it is rare that the 
more expensive computers are purchased. It 
would be most uneconomical to own some of 
the more expensive machines unless the load 
factor were extremely heavy. 

In short, until it is demonstrated that 
electronic clerical services can be secured 
only through the owning of service corpo
rations, banks should not be permitted to 
join together for this purpose. Moreover, 
we should have some information as to the 
number of people in small communities that 
might be thrown out of work by the intro
duction of these electronic services. 
BILL BENEFITS BANK HOLDING COMPANIES AND 

BRANCH BANKS 

It ls clear that the great beneficiaries of 
this bill are the bank holding companies and 
the branch banks. They are the ones who 
have the financial resources to undertake 
investment in service corporations. But more 
signiflcant, the independent banks guard 
carefully information on their confidential 
accounts. Once other banks gain access to 
such information, the way 1s paved for overt 
merger, bank holding company takeover, or 
covert branching. 

It is significant that no testimony was 
heard on H.B. 8874 from representatives of 
the small banks. The Independent Bankers 
Association did not testify on behalt ot the 

'Hearings, p. 46. 
11 Id., p. 40. 
'Id., p. 34. 
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blll. we have not received -a single letter 
from banks in our districts recommending 
that the bill be ·passed~ · 

In view of the serious questions raised by 
H.R. 8874, it is our sincere belief that it 
should be rejected. 

Respectfully submitted. 
WRIGHT PATMAN. 
HENRY B. GONZALEZ. 

FEDERAL AID TO HIGHER 
EDUCATION 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. ROOSEVELT] may 
extend his' remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKE;R pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Hawaii? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, while 

I enjoy Mr. Drew Pearson's distinguished 
column each day, and I think he makes 
a great contribution to the livelihood of 
this town and its political discussion, I 
should like to point · out a few inaccu
racies in his column of Wednesday morn
ing, July 25, on aid to higher education, 
and on the issue of direct grants to insti
tutions as opposed to a . loan program. 
He states in his column: 

The majority of institutions wanting 
grants are Catholic. 

Actually the 308 Catholic colleges 
comprise about 15 percent of the total 
number of public and private institu
tions eligible for such grants. 

It is the 721 public institutions, as 
differentiated from the private ones, who 
are the major proponents of the direct 
grants, for the loan program would be· 
of no assistance to the majority of them, 
since many States have laws preventing 
the public institutions from receiving 
such loans. 

The omission of this information from 
Mr. Pearson's column creates a misim
pression of the character of the support 
for the direct grant program. 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND 
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL
FARE, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATION BILL, 1963 

Mr. FOGARTY submitted a conference 
report and statement on the bill <H.R. 
10904) making appropriations for the 
Departments of Labor, and Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, and related agen
cies for the fl.seal year ending June 30, 
1963, and for other purposes. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to Mr. TABER (at the 
request of Mr. RIEHLMAN) for the bal-
ance of the week, on account of illness. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders here-

tofore entered, was granted to Mr. RYAN 
of New York Cat the request of Mr. 
INOUYE), for 30 minutes, on Wednesday, 
August 1, and to revise and ex~nd his 
remarks, and to include therein extrane
ous matter. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. FENTON and to include a certain 
letter in his remarks today on H.R. 4094 
in the Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. SAYLOR in two instances and to 
include tables. 

Mr.DOYLE. 
Mrs. HANSEN. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mrs. MAY) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. FINO. 
Mr. WESTLAND. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. INOUYE) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. SHELLEY. 
Mr.REUSS. 
Mr. EDMONDSON. 
Mr. ULLMAN to include extraneous 

matter in the remarks he made in the 
Committee of the Whole today on the 
bill H.R. 575. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 

on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 3788. An act to provide for the trans.
fer of the U.S. vessel Alaska to the State of 
California for the use and benefit of the de
partment of fish and game of such State; and 

H.R. 7336. An act to promote the produc
tion of oysters by propagation of disease-re
sistant strains, and for other purposes. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION PRE
SENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on the following 
dates present to the President, for his 
approval, bills and a joint resolution of 
the House of the following titles: 

On July 26, 1962: 
H.R. 6967. An act to provide for the in

corporation of certain nonprofit corpora
t ions in the District of Columbia, and for 
other purposes. 

On July 31, 1962: . 
H.R. 2129. An act for the relief of John 

Calvin Taylor; 
H.R. 2664. An a.ct for the relief of Mrs. 

Irena Ratajczak; 
H.R. 3000. An act for the relief of Lea 

Min Wong; 
H.R. 3501. An act for the relief of Mrs. 

Hasmik Arzoo; 
H.R. 3821. An act for the relief of Ivy 

Gwendolyn Myers; 
H.R. 4718. An act for the relief of Bogdan 

Kusulja; 
H.R. 6833. An act for the relief of Fran

tisek Tisler; 

H.R. s·141. .An act to · revise · tb:e laws relat..; 
ing to depository libraries; 

H.R. 8214. An act to permit the use of cer
tain construction tools actuated by exp'losive 
charges in construction activity on ·the U.S. 
Capitol Grounds; · 

H.R. 8992. An act to amend certain admin
istrative provisions of title 38, United States 
Code, relating to the Department of Medicine 
and Surgery in the Veterans• Administration; 

H.R. 9186. An act for the relief of Eladio 
Aris ( also known as Eladio Aris Carvallo) ; 

H.R. 9522. An act for the relief of certain 
members of the U.S. Marine Corps who 
incurred losses pursuant to the cancellation 
of a permanent change of station movement; 

H.R. 10069. An act to amend section 216 of 
title 38, United States Code, relating to 
prosthetic research in the Veterans' Admin-
istration; . 

H .R. 10184. An act to amend section 130(a) 
of title 28, United States Code, so as to re
constitute the easter·n Judicial district of 
Wisconsin to include Menominee County, 
Wis.; 

H.R. 10525. An act for the relief of Francis 
L.Quinn; 

H.R. 11127. An act for the relief of Ernst 
Haeusserman; 

H.R.11735. An act authorizing the change 
in name of the Beardstown, Ill., flood control 
project, to the Sid Simpson flood control 
project; and ·· 

H.J. Res. 417. Joint resolution to designate 
the lake formed by Terminus Dam on the 
Kaweah River in California as Lake Kaweah. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

(at 4 o'clock and 26 minutes p.m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, August 1, 1962, at 12 o'clock 
noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and ref erred as follows: 

2354. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting proposed 
amendments to the budget for the fiscal year 
1963 in the amount of $276,729,500 for the 
Department of Defense (H. Doc. No. 493); to 
the Committee on Appropriations and or
dered to be printed. 

2355. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, transmitting the fourth report on 
property acquisitions of emergency supplies 
and equipment J)y the Office of Civil De
fense, Department of Defense, for the quarter 
ending June 30, 1962, pursuant to the Federal 
Civil Defen se Act of 1950, as amended, and 
to Executive O: der 10952; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

2356. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a re
port on the audit of the custodianship func
tions of the Office of the Treasurer of the 
United States, Treasury Department, for the 
fiscal year ended Jun e 30, 19~1; to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

2357. A letter from the Under Secretary of 
the Interior, relative to submitting addi
tional m aterial relating to executive com
munication No. 2282, dated July 11, 1962, per
taining to an application for a loan by the 
Orchard City Irrigation District. in Delta 
County, Colo., pursuant to 71 Stat. 48; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Al
f airs. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB:

LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI

VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule xm, .reports Qf Under clause 2 of rule XllI, reports 

committees were delivered to the Clerk · of committees were delivered to the 
for printing and reference to the.proper ' Clerk for printing and reference to the 
calendar, as follows: proper calendar, as follows.: 

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior ' and 
Insular Affairs. S. 3174. An act to provide 
for the division of the tribal assets of the 
Ponca Tribe of Native Americans-of Nebraska 
among the members of the tribe, and for 
other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 
2076). Referred to the Committee. of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H.R'. 11590. A bill to pro
vide for the disposition of judgment funds 
of the Cherokee Nation or Tribe of Indians 
of Oklahoma; with amendment (Rept. No. 
2077). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H.R. 12355. A bill to amend 
the law relating to the final disposition of 
the property of the Choctaw Tribe; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2078). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. FORRESTER: Committee on the 
Judiciary. S. 1308. An act to incorpora_te 
the Sea Cadet Corps of America, and for 
other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 
2085). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. FORRESTER: Committee on the 
Judiciary. House Concurrent Resolution 
474. Concurrent resolution extending the 
greetings and felicitations of the Congress 
to the Bethel Home Demonstration Club of 
Bethel Community, Sumter _ County, S:C.; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2086). Re
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mrs. PFOST: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. S. 3089. An act to amend 
the act directing the Secretary of the Interior 
to convey certain public lands in -the State 
of Nevada to the Colorado River Commission 
of Nevada in order to extend for & years the 
time for selecting such lands; with amend
ment (Rept. No. 2087). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mrs. PFOST: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H.R. 2952. A bill to direct 
the Secretary of the Interior and the Admin
istrator of General Services to convey certain 
public and acquired lands in the State of 
California to the city of Needles; with amend
ment (Rept. No. 2088). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary. 
·H.R. 10955. A bill to authorize the Foreign 
Claims Settlement Commission of the United 
States to investigate the claims of citizens 
of the United States who suffered property 
damage in 1951 and 1952 as the resuJt of the 
artificial raising of the water level of Lake 
Ontario; with amendment (Rept. No. 2089). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 12459. A bill to provide for the relief 
of certain enlisted members of the Coast 
Guard; without amendment (Rept. No. 2090). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MACK: Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. H.R. 9045. A bill to 
amend the Trading With the Enemy Act, as 
amended; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2091). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. FOGARTY: Committee of conference. 
H.R. 10904. A bill making appropriations for 
the Departments of Labor, and Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, and related agencies, for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 2100). Ordered 
to be printed. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judici
ary. S. 296. An act for the relief of Hanna 
Ghosn; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2069) . Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judici
ary. S. 1882. An act for the relief of !,.s
sunta Bianchi; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 2070). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. · 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judici
ary. S. 2751. An act for the relief of Susan 
Gudera, Heinz Hugo Gudera, and Catherine 
Gudera; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2071). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judici
ary. S. 2807. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Juliane C. Rockenfeller; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 2072). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judici
ary. S. 2675. An act for the relief of 
Yiannoula Vasiliou Tsambiras; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2073). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judici
ary. S. 2835. An act for the relief of Sieu
Yoeh Tsai Yang; with amendment (Rept. No. 
2074). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judici
ary. S. 3039. An act for the relief of Bar
tola Maria S. La Madrid; _with amendment 
(Rept. No. 2075). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House. 

Mr. CHELF: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 2125. A bill for the relief of Soon Tai 
Lim; With amendment (Rept. No. 2079) . Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. POFF: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 5317. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Sun 
Yee (also known as Mrs. Tom -Goodyou); 
with amendment (Rept. No. 2080). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judici
ary. H .R. 7582. A bill for the relief of Dario 
Tacquechel; without amendment (Rept. 
No.- 2081). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judici
ary. H.R. 9589. A bill for the relief of Kim 
Jung Im; without amendment (Rept. No. 
'2082). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. POFF: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 11914. A bill for the relief of Charles 
Gambino; with amendment (Rept. No. 2083). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary. 
S. 2844. An act for the relief of Alice Amar 
Froemming; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2084). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. LIBONATI: Committee on the Judici
ary. H.R. 1659. A bill for the relief of 
Francis X. Foley; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 2092). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. LIBONATI: Committee on the Judici
ary. H.R. 8000. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Helen Veselenak; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 2093) . Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H .R. 9995. A bill for the relief of Dwight 
W. Clarahan; with amendment (Rept. No. 
2094). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H.R. 1463. A bill for the relief of 
Josephine Abuan; with amendment (Rept. 

No. 2095) . Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. MOORE: Committee on the Judiciary, 
H.R. 1678. A bill for the relief of Jacques 
Tawil; without amendment (Rept. No. 2096). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 10501. A bill for the relief of Kenyon 
B. Zahner; with amendment (Rept. No. 
2097). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 11652. A bill for the relief of Henry 
E. Keiser; with amendment (Rept. No. 2098). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. SHRIVER: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H.R. 11773. A bill for the relief of the 
Shelburne Harbor Ship and Marine Con
struction Co., Inc.; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2099). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: . 

By Mr. BALDWIN: 
H.R. 12726. A bill to provide, for purposes 

of income taxes under the Internal Revenue 
Code, that awards received under the 
Japanese-American Evacuation Claims Act of 
1948 shall not be included in gross income; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS: 
H .R. 12727. A bill to amend the act of 

February 28, 1901, to insure that policemen 
and firemen in the District of Columbia will 
receive medical care for all injuries and 
diseases; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr.DENT: 
H.R. 12728. A bill to amend the Public 

Health Service Act in order to provide a 
broadened program in the field of mental 
health and illness of grants for prevention, 
research, training, salaries, facilities survey, 
and construction of facilities for treatment 
of the mentally ill and mentally retarded; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. HOLLAND: 
H.R. 12729. A bill to provide that primary 

elections and runoff primary elections for 
nomination of candidates for the Senate and 
House of Representatives shall be held on 
the same day throughout the United States; 
to the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. RHODES of Arizona: 
H.R. 12730. A bill to provide that certain 

public lands in Yuma and Maricopa Coun
ties, Ariz., may be appropriated or disposed 
of under the public land laws subject to the 
right in the United States to flood the lands 
in connection with the Painted Rock Res
ervoir project; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SLACK: 
H .R. 12731. A bill to provide for the. estab

lishment of the Coal River National Recrea
tion Demonstration Area, in the State of 
West Virginia, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. CORMAN: 
H.R. 12732. A bill to suspend until Jan

uary 1, 1964, certain provisions of the act of 
June 13, 1906; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Maryland: 
H.R. 12733. A bill to establish a Rural Re

newal Commission; to the Committee on Ag
riculture. 

H .R. 12734. A bill to provide that a per
centage of the net budget receipts of the 
United States (up to 10 percent ·thereof) 
shall be devoted exclusively to the retire
ment of the public debt; to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 
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By Mr. KOWALSKI: 

H.R. 12735. A bill to facilltate the entry 
of certain relatives of U.S. citizens; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORRIS: 
H.R. 12736. A bill to suspend temporarily 

the application of certain provisions of the 
act of June 13, 1906, as amended by the act 
of October 4, 1961 ( 76 Stat. 775), to articles 
produced through handicraft industry by 
members of tribes, bands, or groups of Amer
ican Indians; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. · 

By Mr. RHODES of Arizona: 
H.R. 12737. A bill to suspend temporarily 

the application of certain provisions of the 
act of June 13, 1906, as amended by the 
act of october 4, 1961 (75 Stat. 775) , to ar
ticles produced through handicraft industry 
by members of tribes, bands, or groups of 
American Indians; to the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred to as follows: 

By Mr. BOLLING: 
H.R. 12738. A bill for the relief of Charles 

A. Duffy; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. FINO: 

H.R. 12739. A bill for the relief of Nava 
Barak; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GIAIMO: 
H.R. 12740. A bill for the relief of Gio

vanna Baglioni; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. OSTERTAG: 
H .R. 12741. A bill for the relief of Albert 

Marks; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. POWELL: . 

H .R. 12742. A bill for the relief of Nlcholaos 
S. Stoumbos; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. RYAN of Michigan: 
H.R. 12743. A blll for the relief of 

Szabolcs Mesterhazy; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SIBAL: 
H.R. 12744. A b111 for the relief of 

Margherita P. Pagano; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, . 
396. Mr. CUNNINGHAM presented a peti

tion of the Department of Nebraska, Vet
erans of Foreign Wars, endorsing the activi
ties of the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration and the Mercury space pro
gram and commending the astronauts and 
members of NASA for their courageous 
efforts in carrying out this difficult program, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Science and Astronautics. 

I I ...... •• 
SENATE 

TUESDAY, JULY 31, 1962 

(Legislative day of Thursday, July 26, 
1962) 

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a.m., on 
the expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the Vice President. 

Rev. Oscar C. Kaitschuk, pastor of 
Bethel Evangelical Lutheran Church, 
Chicago, Ill., offered the following 
prayer: 

O God, who by Thy providence didst 
lead our forefathers to this land wherein 
they found refuge from oppression and 

freedom to worship Thee, we beseech motion or not, will count as a speech 
Thee ever to guide our Nation in the way on the motion. . 
of Thy truth and peace, so that we may Mr. MORSE. Will count or will not 
never fail in the blessing which Thou count as a second speech? 
hast promised to those who believe in - The VICE PRESIDENT t Will count. 
Thee. Mr. MORSE. Very well. 

Bestow Thy grace upon Thy servants Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
assembled here and give them strength, ask unanimous consent that the ques
diligence, and patience as they perform tion or questions or the discussion of 
their duties, and grant that, by their the Senat_or from Tennessee and with 
zeal to know and do Thy will, our beloved whomever else he may wisp. to have a 
country may be richly blessed. discussion may not be considered as a 

In a government which tends to be- speech on the motion, but may be con
come too big and centralized, and too far sidered as separate procedure. 
removed from the people, teach us never Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, re
to lose sight of the individual. It is for serving the right to object, if there is to 
him that government exists; he does not be a discussion, that is one thing; if 
exist for the benefit of the government. there is to be a question, that is quite 

Enlighten the way our feet may go, and another. The acting majority leader 
lead us to right and brave decisions. can yield for a question. However, he 
Lift us, we beseech Thee, above un- uses the word "discussion," and that 
righteous anger and mistrust, into faith, will count as a speech on the pending 
hope, and charity, and so make us modest motion. · 
in our opinions and patient with one an- Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
other, seeking only to know and do Thy ask unanimous consent that the ques
will. tion or questions of the Senator from 

Further our undertakings with Thy Tennessee may not be considered as a 
blessing. In our labors, strengthen us; speech on the motion, but may be con
in our difficulties, direct us; in our perils, sidered as procedural and outside the 
defend us; in our troubles, comfort us; motion of the Senator from Montana. 
and supply all our needs according to the The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
riches of Thy grace in Christ Jesus, our jection? The Chair hears none, and it 
Lord. Amen. is so ordered. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the acting majority 

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS leader or the majority leader a question. 
SATELLITE SYSTEM Yesterday, wheh some suggestion or 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is on agreeing to· the motion of the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD] 
that the Senate proceed to the consid
eration of House bill 11040, the com
munications satellite bill. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President-
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate 

will be in order. 
The Senator from Tennessee has asked 

for recognition, and is recognized. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. I wish to ask a 

question of the acting majority leader. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, please. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Yesterday the ma

jority leader requested, among other re
quests and sug.gestions--

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the 
Senator from Tennessee speak louder? 
The Chair cannot hear. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yesterday, in the 
course of talking about various matters, 
the majority leader--

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Oregon will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. I raise a point of or
der-and call it to the attention of the 
majority leader and the Senator from 
Tennessee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Oregon will state the point of order. 

Mr. MORSE. Are we proceeding un
der the pending motion, or is this a 
parliamentary discussion in regard to 
the procedure for the day? If this is 
discussion on the pending motion, I wish 
to know it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Parlia
mentarian informs the Ohair that any 
speech at this time, whether about the 

request was made for unanimous con
sent to send the bill to the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, for study, the Senator 
from Oregon did not know what terms or 
conditions, if any, might be attached, or 
what the procedure would be before the 
Foreign Relations Committee, and 
wanted time to confer with those of us 
who are opposed to the bill. If there are 
conditions, what are the conditions in 
connection with the suggestion of the 
majority leader that the bill be referred 
to the Foreign Relations Committee? I 
wish to ask that question, because those 
of us on this side of course feel that the 
bill should be ref erred to the Foreign 
Relations Committee, for hearing and 
for full consideration. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Does the Senator 
from Tennessee want an answer? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That was the pur-
pose of the question. · 

Mr .. MANSFIELD. In response to the 
question raised by the distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee, I would an
ticipate that a week or so would be plen
ty of time for the Foreign Relations Com
mittee to look into this measure. After 
all, it has been considered by two com
mittees of the House of Representatives 
and by three committees of the Senate. 

I understand that there are some 
Members who are interested in the for
eign policy implications. I am_quite cer
tain, as I have previously told some of 
them, that some accommodation could 
be reached, if that was the gist of their 
opposition. 

I certainly think that in a week's time 
th is measure could be reported back 
from the Foreign Relations Committee 
one way or the other. It was on that 
basis that I made the opening statement 
in this respect on yesterday. 
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 

Senator from Tennessee yield; and, if so, 
to whom? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I do not have the 
floor; I was just asking a question. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor from Tennessee has the floor, by 
unanimous consent. Does the Senator 
from Tennessee yield? If so, to whom? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. First, I wish to ask 
a further question; and then I shall yield 
to the Senator from Oregon. 

Was it the purpose that the debate 
on the bill be continued here, or that the 
bill be referred to the Foreign Relations 
Committee and taken off the calendar? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The purpose of 
the proposal made by the Senator from 
Montana was to have the bill referred 
to the Foreign Relations Committee for 
consideration, with instructions to re
port it back by a day certain-within a 
week-and with the stipulation, I would 
hope, that the delaying and the dilatory 
tactics now being employed to prevent 
the laying down of this measure would 
not once again be employed, but that 
the Senate, which has a responsibility 
in connection with this bill and in con
nection with all other bills, and has the 
final responsibility-and I cannot repeat 
that too often-would have a chance to 
vote, on that basis, either for or against 
the proposal. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. If I may ask a fur
ther question: The Senators on this side 
are trying to discuss the matter on the 
merits. I am sure that if the Senator 
from Montana wishes to ask for an un
conditional reference to the Foreign Re
·1ations Committee, for such action as it 
may take, without strings attached, we 
would all be very happy to join in that. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am sure the Sen
ator from·Tennessee would be very happy 
to do so. But I feel that I would then be 
derelict in the performance of my duty. 

I repeat that this is not the responsi
bility of a Senator or of a group of Sen
ators. This is the responsibility of the 
Senate of the United States as a whole. 
I cannot repeat that too often; and I 
hope that some day this body will wake 
up to what its responsibilities really are. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. If the Senator will 
yield further, just specifically will the 
Senat.or infortll, us now, or at some other 
time, what his conditions are? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. A week. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 

the Senat.or yield? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I do not have the 

floor. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 

.Senator yield, and if so, to whom? 
Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senat.or has 

said something about tactics. I do not 
know exactly what he meant. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I meant what I 
said, that the tactics are delaying and 
dilatory, and that there is a group of 
Senators who will not even allow a bill 
which has passed through three com
mittees t;o be brought before the Senate 
for consideration and debate. I think I 
made myself clear. If there is any way 

. I can make myseif clearer, f will b_e 
happy to do so; but I used the words 
dilatory and delayµig, and I meant them. 

Mr. HUMP:aREY .. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. If I may do so. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 

Senator yield, and if so, t;o whom? 
Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield t;o the dep

uty majority leader. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. May I suggest to 

the Senator from Tennessee, and to all 
of our colleagues, that the matter of the 
possibility of arriving at some under
standing as to referral and what would 
happen under those conditions might 
be a subject of some private conversa
tions. I really feel we would have some 
difficulty on the floor of the Senate 
negotiating this matter under the re
strictive rules we have. I say, in all good 
conscience and good spirit, that I believe 
that during the day we might very well 
discuss this subject with the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE], the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR], the 
majority leader, the minority leader, the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE], who 
has been much interested in this sub
ject, the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRsEJ, and other Senators. We might 
discuss whether the bill could be ref erred 
to the Foreign Relations Committee, 
when it would be brought back, and un
der what conditions. I think we would 
do better in the conference room than in 
give and take on the floor. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I agree with the 
deputy majority leader, the Senator from 
Minnesota, but I did not want the RECORD 
to stand with the impression that any 
of us opposing the bill are opposed to the 
bill's being ref erred to the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, if it is referred without 
undue restrictions, and whatnot. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
for recognition. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I believe the sugges
tion of a conference later on in the day 
is the best one that has been made today. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I am always agree

able to any kind of a conference, espe
cially among Democrats, so we can iron 
out differences. May I point out that we 
have had four or five conferences among 
Democrats to try t;o reach an accom
modation on this particular measure, 
that witnesses from departments down
town were called here t;o answer ques
tions, and, if possible, objections. I must 
admit that the conferences have been 
a total failure. I am sorry for that, be
cause the intent behind them I thought 
was in the best interests of the party, 
of the Senate, and of th~ country; but 
I must admit we failed. 

Mr: KEFAUVER. The Senator from 
Minnel'llOta. and I had a brief and in
formal con!erence, or somewhat of a 
oon!erence, on the matter of referral of 
the bill to the Foreign Relations Com
mittee. Today we will seek an opportu
nity of talking to the majority leader, 
the deputy majority leader, and other 
Senators about it. But I did want the 
RECORD to show that, with respect to the 
idea of referring the bill to the Foreign 
Relations Committee for its full and un
bridled consideration, we do not oppose 

it, All . of us who are opposing the bill 
feel that is what ought to be done. 

Mr. DmKSEN . . Mr. President-
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sen

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. First, a parliamen

tary inquiry. The pending business be
fore the Senate is what? 

The vicE PRESIDENT. It 1s on 
agreeing to the motion of the Senator 
from Montana that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of the satellite bill. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Can the motion be 
withdrawn without unanimous consent? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. No. The 
yeas and nays having been ordered, it 
cannot be withdrawn. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. It cannot be with
drawn. 

Now let me say to my friend from Ten
nessee, and parenthetically to my dis
tinguished friend from Oregon, that we 
would have to resist as best we could any 
effort to withdraw the motion. The 
Senator from Oregon has made it abun
dantly clear on a number of occasions 
that his goal and objective is to prevent 
consideration of the satellite bill until 
after the elections in November. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DmKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. The Senator is abso

lutely, 100 percent correct. 
Mr. DffiKSEN. Yes. I a.m sure I 

understand the English language, and 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon 
has never left the Senate in any doubt 
as to what his goal and purpose is. It 
would be a fruitless undertaking to send 
this bill to the Foreign Relations Com
mittee. There would be no assurances 
that the situation would be changed, be
cause, if I assess and appraise correctly 
the determination of the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon, we could spend a 
week, we could spend a month, in the 
Foreign Relations Committee with this 
bill, and we would come right back to the 
same position we are in at the present 
time. 

We would. be confronted with what is 
called a :filibuster, using every rule in the 
rulebook in order to prevent this motion 
from being acted on. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield without losing 
the floor. 

Mr. MORSE. Immediately following 
the elections, the day after, if the Sen
ate wants to come back then, the Sena
tor from Oregon will be standing with 
the Senator from Illinois seeking to get 
action on some kind of satellite bill, after 
the Foreign Relations Committee has 
heard it and after the American people 
have heard about it during the cam
paign. 

Mr. DmKSEN. But, judging from the 
remarks of the distinguished Senator · 
from Tennessee, he must be under a mis
apprehension that if this bill went to the 
Foreign Relations Committee for a week, 
it-would improve the floor situation; and 
I think the Senator from Oregon will 
say to the Senate now that it would not 
change his purpose one bit, because he 
stiU wants this bill to go over until after 
the elections, and not be acted on before. 
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. In my judgment, if we 

are really going to have good and thor
ough hearings of the foreign policy im
plications of this bill, we could not 
scratch the surface in a week. When I 
think of the witnesses that should be 
called for analysis of the position we 
already know is the position of Soviet 
Russia in regard to her alleged claims 
of international rights in space that 
ought to be pursued and answered in 
that hearing it will take more than a 
week. I think in that hearing we ought 
to pin Russia to the mat in regard to 
what I think are some false allegations 
she is making to some claimed rights in 
space. I think we ought to make the 
record against Soviet Russia. I think we 
ought to settle on the record what we 
believe our international rights are in 
space. I think we ought to have wit
nesses such as Mr. Stevenson before us. 
I think we ought to have before us the 
greatest international lawyers who can 
testify with regard to international law 
rights of our country and in regard to 
foreign policy questions. Senators, it 
cannot be done in a· week. I think that 
foreign relations hearing should be 
gotten behind us before the election, and 
then we ought to take the satellite bill 
to the American people, and then bring 
it back immediately after election, and 
get down to this satellite business and a 
whole lot of other business that we know 
will not be taken care of before election. 

The Senator can read into that posi
tion of the Senator from Oregon any
thing he wants to, but I know what my 
position is. I am convinced that we owe 
it to the American people to get that 
kind of record made before we vote on 
the bill. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Speaking, I assume, 
for those who oppose the bill--

Mr. MORSE. Only for myself. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. For whom I assume 

the Senator is the grand captain. 
Mr. MORSE. I am not. 
Mr. DffiKSEN. In opposing consid

eration of the bill. 
Does he not agree that any effort to 

send this bill to the Foreign Relations 
Committee for a week is a perfectly 
fruitless and abortive endeavor? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes, if just for a week. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Or even 2 weeks. 
Mr. MORSE. Send it there until 

hearings are completed, whatever time 
it takes. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Well, the Senator 
does not relinquish his ultimate goal of 
having the consideration of the bill go 
over until after the elections in Novem
ber. 

Mr. MORSE. Speaking only for 
myself. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am assuming the 
Senator is speaking for others as well. 

Mr. MORSE. No, I am not. They 
can speak for themselves. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I pay the Senator a 
compliment when I say I notice he has 
been charting the strategy on the Sen
ate floor. 

Mr. MORSE. Oh, but I have not. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. · Mr. President, I do 

not wish to labor this any further. 

··Mr.PASTORE and Mr. KEFAUVER 
addressed the Chair. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It is up to the Senate 
now to plow the long, hard furrow. Let 
us not relinquish our endeavors now. 
This issue is before us. I am ready to 
go round the clock any old time. We 
are operating under the rules. Senators 
can use the rules to stop us. We will 
use the same rules in order to get action, 
and I think we can do so. 

Mr. PASTORE and Mr. KEFAUVER 
addressed the Chair. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. It is the considered 
judgment of the Senator from Rhode 
Island that if we are to pin Russia to 
the mat at all, we should not delay this 
any longer by any further referrals. 
The thing for us to do is to pass the 
President Kennedy bill, to get on with 
our job of putting the satelli_tes up into 
space, and to beat Russia in this con
test. That will be the triumph of 
America. That will be the pinning to 
the mat. No paper record of any testi
mony will do the job. Only the satel
lites will do the job. · The one way to do 
the job is to pass the President Ken
nedy bill. 

Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. KERR, and Mr. 
MORSE addressed the Chair. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Tennessee with the 
understanding that I shall not lose my 
right to the floor. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The minority lead
er and the Senator from Oregon had a 
colloquy about the group who are op
posing the bill. I think the Senator 
from Oregon has been the most effective 
Senator in explaining the bill and talk
ing about it. He is a great parliamen
tarian. 

Of course, since the Senator from 
Oregon has had to be at home campaign
ing whenever he could be, and since the 
same is true with respect to the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. LONG], the group 
has designated me as the so-called clear
inghouse. Whether I am called the 
leader, or whatever I am called, I am 
the one who tries to get the group to
gether for a consensus of opinion of the 
group. 

I can say that the consensus of opinion 
is that every Member of the Senate ought 
to want to know what are the foreign re
lations aspects of this problem. They 
ought to want to know what President 
·Kennedy has asked the FCC to find out. 
They ought to want to know the reaction 
of other nations, and how the nations 
will negotiate. Will they negotiate with 
a private corporation? What part must 
the Government play? What is the law 
of international space communications? 
What position should be taken in inter
national agreements?. 

There are many other things of this 
kind which would enlighten the whole 
Senate in passing upon the question. 
Certainly we would all be enlightened if 
there could be not unduly long hearings 
but reasonable hearings, so that the 
matter could be explored fairly and as 
expeditiously as possible, as I am sure it 
would be before the Committee on For
eign Relations. After all, that is some-

thing, as we all know, for the chairman 
and the members of the committee to 
decide. I am sure they would do a thor
ough job and would do it as expeditiously 
as possible. I think we would all then be 
in a better position to know where we 
are going on this issue. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I am glad the distin
guished Senator has clarified his posi
tion with respect to the strategy and 
what is taking place. If there is no 
other appropriate term to apply to his 
capacity in this regard, perhaps we 
should call him "The Funnel." I shall 
be standing before the funnel, waiting 
for words of wisdom from him. 

I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Oklahoma. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Illinois yields to the Senator from 
Oklahoma with the understanding that 
he will not lose his right to the floor. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I am in
trigued by the amazing and, if it were 
not so serious, the amusing posture of 
the Senator from Tennessee in this mat
ter. I think it is noble of him that he 
has volunteered to become the con
science of the Senate. It would be a little 
bit difficult for him to succeed in pro
viding something for 100 Senators that 
there has not been too great evidence 
he has been able to provide for himself. 

The Senator from Tennessee appeared 
before the Aeronautical and Space Sci
ences Committee and had all th~ time he 
desired to discuss the bill. He had the 
"bill before his Subcommittee of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary for · hearings. I 
wish to say that he exposed both him
self to all the knowledge that there was 
available that he wished to have, and he 
exposed whatever knowledge he had or 
thought he had to the Aeronautical and 
Space Science Committee about this bill. 

The Senator requested the opportunity 
for the Senator from Oregon to appear 
before the Aeronautical and Space Sci
ences Committee to discuss the bill. The 
Senator from Oklahoma, as chairman of 
that committee, set aside a day to begin 
hearings for the Senator from Oregon. 
I knew that if he extended himself in 
sharing his wisdom and knowledge with 
us that would be but the beginning, but 
I felt that such :.. beginning would be ap
propriate and at least a matter of some 
pleasure to the Senator from Oregon, if 
of little value to the committee. 

I am compelled to report to the Senate 
that although the time was set aside 
for the Senator from Oregon to come 
before the committee and to discuss the 
bill with the committee, the Senator did 
not take advantage ·of the opportunity. 

The announcement was made by the 
Senator from Oklahoma that a day 
would be set aside for any Member of the 
Senate who wanted to come before the 
committee and enlighten the committee 
either as to what Senators knew or 
thought about the bill. The opportunity 
languished and withered on the vine, and 
the Aeronautical and Space Sciences 
Committee was confronted with the al
ternatives either of an indefinite delay, 
awaiting the arrival of those who had 
views or knowledge about which there 
was no indication whether they could be 
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implemented, or of ,getting on with the 
business of acting on t.he bill. 

I am thrilled by the intimation from 
the Senator from Oregon that the For
eign Relations Committee -can pin Rus
sia to the mat. That gives ns comfort 
in this period of tenseness and in this 
cold war. but it creates questions in my 
mind. If the Senator from Oregon has 
had the secret, Mr. President, as to how 
the Foreign Relations Committee could 
accomplish such a wholesome, noble, and 

-desirable ·objective, why, oh, why has he 
who has been a member of that com
mittee so long wai,ted until this late hour 
to share that knowledge either with the 
Committee on Foreign Relations @r with 
the Senate? 

WhY. Mr. President, imagine-imagine 
the incalculable service the Senator from 
Oregon eould perform by enlightening 
the other members of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations as to how they can pin 
Russia'.s shoulders to the mat. 

"You should not have hoarded that 
knowledge/' ,I say to the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon, "you should have 
shared it with your colleagues. You 
should illuminate the heavens at night 
or startle the clouds by day with the dis
closure of that magic knowledge .and in
formation. 'Why hide such a glorious 
fact under the bushel or hide it on a 
hill?" 

Mr. HOLLAND and-'Mr. MORSE ad
dressed the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. .Does the 
Senator from Dlinols yield; and, if so, 
to whom? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, with 
the understanding that I shall not lose 
my right to the noor I first yield to the 
Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. l thank the dis
tinguished Senator. 

Mr. President, let us be _practical about 
this matter for a moment. This meas
ure has cleared two major standing 
committees. I note, from looking at the 
list of members of the Committee on 
'Foreign Relations, that etght of those 
Senators either serve on tbose standing 
committees and have already voted for 
this measure or have on the floor by 
their leadership indicated their strong 
support of it. 

From the Commerce Committee there 
is the Senator from Ohio [Mr. LAusCHE]. 
From the Aeronautical and Space 
Sciences Committee there are the Sena
tor from 'Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON], the 
Senator from Connecticut CMr. DODD], 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY]. the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER], and the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]. 

So far as the leadership is concerned, 
the two leaders from this -side of the 
aisle, the Senator from Montana fMr. 
MANSFIELD], and the Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], have been 
laboring in the vineyard ever since the 
measure was sought to be called up, in 
order to get it up and get it passed in 
the Senate, as it .has already passed the 
other body, the two committees in this 
body, and the appropriate committees 
in the House. 'That makes eight. 

Mr. President, in addition to those 
eight members of that committee, three 
others have already told me of their 

strong affirmative feelings toward the 
measure and tha,t they are awaiting the 
chance to express those feelings by their 
votes. .I believe there are three iothers 
with whom I have not had the cpportu
nity to talk. Only 3 members of the 1'7 
members of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations have expressed any negative 
feelings toward the measure. 

After a measure has passed two stand
ing committees-which in itself is un
usual in the Senate-and after it has 
passed those two standing committees 
by the affirmative vote of 30 Senators 
who are members of them, with only 2 
who are members of those committees 
opposed-is it practical to ref.er the 
measure to a third standing committee, 
as to which the great majority of Sena
tors who are members of the committee 
have already shown their approval of the 
measure? I think it is evident that this 
proceeding is wholly dilatory. 

It is dilatory on a subject affecting the 
international relations of our Nation and 
its standing in the conference of the na
tions. When we consider our Nation's 
standing on an important measure con
cerning an activity in which we are en
gaged in competition with our greatest 
rival on the earth, it seems to me we are 
wasting time. I hope, so far as my own 
attitude is concerned, that the cloture 
motion may be offered to the Senate very 
shortly 'SO that we may proceed at least 
to bring the biU before the Senate for 
consideration. 

Y-esterday I heard some talk to the 
effect that the measure was being treated 
in a way less friendly to the opposition 
than was true"in the case o.f the literacy 
bill. Mr. President, nothing is further 
from the fact, because in the handling of 
the literacy bill, a measure which was in
consequential was first made tire pending 
measure, and then the proposed literacy 
amendment, which it was suggested 
should bypass both the subcommittee and 
the full committee in which it was pend
ing, was offered. 

The contrast is obvious. Instead of 
being less fair to the opposition in this 
proceeding, the leadership has been 
vastly more considerate than was the 
case in the attempted bringing up of the 
literacy bill. 'Every device of delay has 
been used on the measure. I agree 
thoroughly with the minority leader that 
we should use the rules themselves to 
·show that they are meaningful and to 
bring the bill before the Senate for con
sideration on its merits. It has now 
been considered as to whether we shall 
bring it up for 8 full days. After af
fording adequate time for the considera
tion of the measure on its merits, T hope 
it may be voted upon on its merits and 
may be passed. I thank the Senator f-or 
yielding to me. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will 1irst indulge me, I shall yield 
in a moment. 

First, I wish to say to the distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma that the general 
subject matter was before the Monopoly 
and Antitrust Subcommittee for 9 dif
ferent days. The distinguished .Senator 
from Tennessee is the chairman of that 

subcommittee. Scientists, technicians, 
and Government witnesses .appeared be
fore the committee. So it cannot be said 
that the question was not thoroughly 
ex:plored by that additional subcommit
tee. 

Second, it seems passing strange to the 
minority leader ,that the very peo_ple who 
are now trying to get the bill referred 
to the Committee on .Foreign Relations 
,are the same individuals who fought like 
tigers for the medicare bill. which was 
never before the Senate Committee on 
Finance. But I realize that circum
stances alter cases. 

Now I yield to the distinguished Sena
tor from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President. I wish to 
~e .a few brief comments on the ob
servations of the Senator from Rhode 
Island {Mr. PASTORE], the ,Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. KERR], and the Senator 
from Florida ,[Mr. HOLLAND]. 

To the Senator from Rhode Island I 
would only say we have the satellite. We 
have several satellites. The qaestion is 
·what their legal status will be in orbit 
and whether they will be Ameriean-tlag 
satellites or American monopoly :satel
lites. 

The importance of our making the 
record in regard to international law 
rights, such as we may have, is apparent. 
Who knows what those rights are until 
we have made a record on the subject? 
That -record has not yet been made. I 
think many experts in the field of inter
national law would testify. 

We owe it to the American people to 
:find out what Mr. Stevenson might tell 
us is the present 'Situation within the 
United Nations with regard to allega
tions concerning claimed rights in space, 
or allegations concerning a lack o.f right 
on the part of the United States to make 
unilateral claims .in space. We just do 
not know the answers. That kind of 
record has not been made. 

In my judgment, the committee that 
should make such a record is the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. Comment 
has been made that members of the For
eign Relations Committee are also mem
bers of other committees. On other 
committees those member.s do not speak 
for the Committee on Foreign Relations. 
They can speak only in the Foreign Re
lations Committee for the Foreign Rela
tions Committee. It is an entirely differ
ent thing for a Foreign Relations 
Committee member to sit on the Com
mittee on Commerce or sit on the Com
mittee on Aeronautical and Space 
Sciences where the issue is not being 
focused in regard to international law 
rights in space, acting as a member of 
those committees, and then be called be
fore the Committee on Forei.gn Relations 
and discharge his obligations as a mem
ber of the Foreign Re1.ations Committee. 

I merely say we do not know the 
answers. But I happen to be one who 
thinks that the possibilities are very 
great that once the Foreign Re1.ations 
Committee record is made. many Sena
tors who now think they are for a mo
nopoly .satellite in orbit will change their 
mmds. I am -perfectly wllling to wait 
and see what they wlll do so far as thelr 
mental processes are concerned on the 
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basis of the evidence as it is presented 
to us. My point of view is we owe it to 
the American people to make that 
record. I happen to think it will prove 
embarrassing to Russia; but let us find 
out. 

As to my friend from Oklahoma, let me 
say I never felt I could compete with him 
in sarcastic innuendo or forensic gym
nastics on the floor of the Senate. I do 
not claim to be a grand oracle or foun
tain of infallibility. I want the Senator 
to know that the impression I often get 
from his great efforts on the floor of the 
Senate is that he serves as a gusher of 
infallibility. But I do not think in this 
instance even part of that outflow can 
be tax exempt. I think he must be held 
responsible on the floor of the Senate for 
the position he takes on the merits of 
the issues. I could not disagree with a 
Senator more than I disagree with the 
Senator from Oklahoma, who, in my 
judgment, in the entire debate is stand
ing for monopolistic control, which I 
cannot reconcile with the private enter
prise system in our country. I think it 
is against the interests of the people of 
our country to have the satellite in space 
vested in monopoly legal rights. For 
that reason I think it ought to be an 
American-flag satellite, with a lease to 
an American monopoly, but not neces
sarily limited to one, for operational 
rights and a good return for the exercise 
of the operational rights. That is basic 
to this whole debate. I believe that the 
American people are entitled to pass 
judgment on the issue before election. 

I know what the strategy is. People 
talk about our strategy of trying to hold 
up the bill until after election. That is 
true. The strategy of the opposition is 
to make this an accomplished fact be
fore the American people have a chance 
to go into this campaign and to discuss 
it with the candidates for office. We 
should have a chance to discuss this is
sue with the people, and then come back 
immediately after election and vote 
some bill on it up or down. That is 
the position I take. 

Again I say to the Senator from Okla
homa and to the majority leader and 
the majority whip that I fully recognize 
that WAYNE MORSE alone cannot do it. 
The majority whip, in effect, suggested 
that some of us who are running for of
fice and who are in opposition to the 
bill will find ourselves ex-Senators after 
the November election. 

I am willing to take that chance. I 
say to the whip and to members of the 
Democratic Party in this Chamber that 
they are committing political hara-kiri 
on this issue, in my judgment. They 
are making a sorry record here on this 
issue. If I were given the choice of re
election, with assurance, if I vote for 
the bill, and defeat, with assurance, if I 
voted against it, I would vote against the 
bill, because I never want my descend
ants to read that I voted for the bill. 
That is the position of the senior Sen
ator from Oregon. 

If the Democratic majority on this 
side of the aisle wants to go through 
this kind of political fight, they are 
asking for it. They are going to lose 
not only seats of some of us who are 

opposed to the proposed legislation, but 
they will also lose the election. I make 
that prediction on the floor of the Sen
ate this morning. They may do that, 
if they wish, with this monopoly, but 
the senior Senator from Oregon will not 
be a party to that kind of political hara
kiri. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Illinois yield; and if so, 
to whom? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator from 
Illinois yields first to himself for an ob
servation, without losing the floor. 

With respect to the observation of the 
distinguished Senator from Oregon 
anent the Senator from Oklahoma, 
there are people who deem themselves 
infallible half the time and never wrong 
the other half. 

I now yield to the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to make one comment with 
regard to the statement of the Senator 
from Oregon, which I believe is based on 
a misunderstanding. I did not say that 
those who oppose the bill will suffer 
defeat. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator said some 
of them would. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I did not. I said 
that the action of the Senate in this 
instance, and in similar instances, where 
the rules of the Senate are used to delay 
action in the Senate, will cause a con
siderable amount of public disgust, and 
that we would find ourselves in the posi
tion where there would be a number of 
ex-Senators. 

The Senator from Minnesota might 
be one of them. I do not mean any 
criticism of the Senator. I respect his 
integrity and his sense of conscience. I 
do not wish to be placed in the position 
of judging him on the basis of what he 
may feel about the bill. On the other 
hand, I do not believe the Senator from 
Oregon ought to indicate that the Sena
tor from Minnesota said that if he op
poses the bill he will suffer some kind 
of public chastisement. That is not the 
case at all. It is the purpose of the 
Senate to argue for and against a bill. 
The only argument the Senator from 
Minnesota has been making is that he 
believes that we ought to get the bill 
before us and to argue the merits of the 
bill. 

The Senator from Oregon has some 
very good suggestions with regard to the 
bill. He said that it might be possible 
to have some kind of licensing operation 
with regard to the satellite, with actual 
Government control insofar as the chan
nels are concerned. That is indeed a 
worthy position to take. I do not agree 
with him on it, but we ought to debate 
the issue. 

We cannot send the bill to the For
eign Relations Committee until we get 
the bill before us, as the majority leader 
has said. I do not care how long we 
debate it, if it is for 2 months, once we 
get the bill before us. I would like to 
keep the RECORD clear, that we ought to 
have the proposed legislation before us 

as a means of conducting the business 
of the Senate. That is my only purpose. 

The Senator from Oregon may well 
be in the most popular position with re
gard to the bill. I do not think so, but 
he may very well be. I do not believe it 
would make any difference to him if he 
were not. I respect the Senator from 
Oregon. I have been on his side in many 
fights. I only say that we should get 
the bill before us so that motions can 
be made, whether it be a motion to send 
the bill to the Foreign Relations Com
mittee, or to recommit it to the Commit
tee on Commerce, or take some other 
action on it. We should have the bill 
before us, though, to debate it on its 
merits. 

I was a little worried today, and I am 
still worried, that we may not have a 
chance in connection with this subject, 
to discuss it in a spirit of amity and 
consideration. The Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. GORE] has been very helpful 
in trying to bring forward some thought
ful and friendly consideration of some 
of these differences. I do not like this 
side of the aisle to be in constant com
bat over this issue. I commend the 
Senator from Tennessee for his rational 
approach. I also commend the senior 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] 
and other Senators for their attitude. I 
hoped that we might be able to sit down 
and discuss some way of solving thooe 
differences. I am for legislation. I am 
not for undue delay. I do not want any 
doubt about that. I want action on the 
bill. We need the bill, and we need to 
act on it. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield briefly with
out losing the floor. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
in the light of the remarks which have 
been made about the action that might 
be taken against certain Senators, that 
some of these Senators might be taken 
out of the Senate if they voted against 
this giveaway, I wish to read an extract 
from a letter that was written less than 
1 week before the vote in the Andrew 
Johnson impeachment proceedings. 
This was written by one very dear friend 
to another. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Why go back that 
far? 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. The letter was 
written by Justin S. Morrill, the au
thor of the Morrill Land Grant College 
Act, to William Pitt Fessenden, of Maine. 
Fessenden had served as Lincoln's Sec
retary of the Treasury. He was one of 
seven Republicans who saved the Re
public by voting against impeaching An
drew Johnson, and thus saved us from 
a military oligarchy. This is what Justin 
Morrill wrote: 

WASHINGTON, D.C., May 10, 1868. 
DEAR FESSENDEN: If you do not know it, 

it is nevertheless a fact, that there is no 
man on earth for whom I have so much af
fection and admiration as yourself, and I 
want you. right all the time. You need 
not fear that any vote you may feel it your 
duty to give will forfeit my esteem, but 
I want it such a vote as you can defend 
without tearing your life out of you for the 
rest of your days. I am satisfied the best 
legal learning of the Senate will sustain the 
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first, second, and third articles of Impeach
ment. My opinion is of no value, but with 
a very close attention to the subject for 
2 months, I think there is no doubt about 
it. • • • I hope my judgment is not warped 
by political considerations. 

But, my friend, I want you right on the 
constitutional and legal questions involved. 
I have ever contended you would be, and 
do not now know at all what you propose 
to do; but I do know this, that you could 
do nothing which would fulfill the ancient 
grudge of a certain clique of your foes sooner 
than a vote on your part in favor of Andrew 
Johnson. As an idol o! a very large portion 
of our people, you would be knocked off 
your pedestal. Then, the sharp pens of all 
the press would be stuck into you for years, 
tip'd with fire, and it would sour the rest 
of your life. 

That is what is being said about those 
who oppose the satellite bill. It is the 
same thing that Morrill wrote to William 
Pitt Fessenden. This is what is being 
said about those who oppose this mon
strous giveaway today. 

As independent as I know you really are, 
I feel that this abuse would drive you into the 
company o! Cowan and Doolittle within 6 
months. I feel that I cannot have this so. 
You must be right. You cannot afford to 
be buried with Andrew Johnson, nor can a 
poor devil like myself afford to have a cloud 
of suspicion thrown on the correctness of his 
vote by a wholly different vote given by your
self on a question of so grave consequences 
as that pending. I know that this may be 
selfish, but I know that there ls no other 
aspect of this case where any particle of self 
crops in. All my feelings would lead me to 
protect and defend your reputation. AU I 
desire in the present issue is justlce to the 
President and to our country. 

For your happiness I hope you wm not 
become a .sour croal[er wlthol!lt any :faith in 
the future. For your happiness I trust you 
will be sure you are right, and I beg pardon 
for this intrusion. I could not do less. 

Sincerely and devotedly now and always 
yours, 

JUSTIN S. MOIUULL. 

After receiving the letter, William Pitt 
Fessenden voted for the Republic, for 
this Government. for the people, and 
against impeachm.ent. 

I am hopeful that the distinguished 
minority leader will find at least seven 
patriots on his side of the aisle now, :as 
there were in 1868, to vote on this 
measure .. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President., I do 
not know what impeachments have to 
do with satellites. I do not know why 
we have ·to go back to 1867. 

That reminds me of a story. A man 
went into a restaurant, sat down, and 
asked, "What kind of soup do you have?" 

The waiter replied, "Oxtail." 
The custolller .said. "Oh, why go back 

that far?" [Laughter.] 
We are dealing with satellites now. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, :will the 

Senator from Illinois yield? 
Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield, provided I do 

not lose my right to the .floor. 
Mr .. MORSE. Mr. President, I chal

ienge completely and disagree with the 
majority whip's interpretation of the 
remarks he made the other day. We an 
heard them. There was . quite a dis
cussion in the cloakroom following the 
majority whip's comment.s. .I replied 
to him almost immec:llat.ely, as soon as 
I oould get the floor. There was no 

qualifying statement from the whip the 
other day in regard to them. 

Now he seeks to give us an entirely 
different impression, one which we 
would have welcomed the other day, 
when he made the crack. I do not know 
what is in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
but I do not accept what is in the RECORD 
if it differs from what I heard and what 
others heard, because the whip made it 
perfectly clear that he was sticking it 
into us with the suggestion that some 
of us might never come back except as 
ex-Senators to join with other Senators 
to walk over to the other body in a joint 
session. That, in effect, was what the 
whip made clear the other day. 

I replied to his statement as soon as I 
could. We got no clarifying statement 
from the whip then; but we got one 
this morning; and some of us do not ap
preciate the position that the whip took, 
nor do we appreciate the position which 
the majority leader has taken in the ap
plication of the rules. After all, the 
majority leader and the whip are our 
majority leader and our whip, as well 
as the majority leader and the whip of 
those who are against us on the bill. 

When I have to sit in the Senate and 
find, for the first time in the 18 years 
I have been here, a majority leader not 
permitting a Senator, even of his own 
party, to reserve his right to object, or 
even to state his reasons for objection, 
but to be placed in the position I was 
placed in yesterday; namely, that the 
effort to object, without an explanation 
of the objection to the unanimous-con
sent agreement would be opposed, I say 
that so long as the majority leader and 
the whip follow that course of action in 
the Senate, they are not my majority 
leader and my whip, and I shall never 
look to them again for any protection o.f 
.my rights on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the distin
guished majority leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I was interested in 
what the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon said as I came into the Chamber. 
He is entitled to his position; but I think 
the RECORD speaks for itself regardless 
of what he says. I should like to quote 
from the RECORD of yesterday, pages 
15018-15019: 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask unan
.lmous consent that the Permanent Sabcom
mittee on Investigations. of the Committee 
on Government Operations. be permitted to 
sit durlng tbe session of the Senate today. 

Mr. MORSE. I object. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. 'Mr. President. will the 

Senator from Montana yield? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield, p : ovided I may do 

so without losing my right to the floor. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the 

Senator from Montana yields to the Senator 
from Arkansas with that understanding. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I should like to make this 
statement--

Then the Senator from Arkansas made 
his statement. When he concluded, the 
following occurred: 

Mr.: KlcPAUVER. Mr. President, resemng the 
right to object--

Mr. 'MAKsFn:LD. Mr. President, I renew 'lil'J' 
request. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on 
agreeing to the request of the Sena tor from 
Montana. Is there objection? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I object; but I 
should like-reserving the right to object--

In other words, the Senator from Ore
gon first objected, rather than reserved 
the right to object. If he had followed 
the proper procedure, he would have re
served the right to object, instead of ob
jecting. 

Mr. MORSE. The majority leader 
knows perfectly well the discussion that 
was taking place. During the entire col
loquy, the Senator from Oregon was sug
gesting that we reserve our right to ob
ject until he could be heard. I sought to 
present my point of view, but the ma
jority leader insisted that either we 
would go ahead and accept the unani
mous-consent agreement or I would have 
to object. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from 
Montana was not aware of any such 
agreement. The Senator from Montana 
was operating within the rules. The 
Senator from Oregon objected, and then 
he tried to reserve the right to object. 
I think that is contrary to the usual pro
cedure. 

Mr. MORSE. The majority leader 
has been here too long not to know what 
takes place on the floor of the Senate. 
The majority leader-and I charge him 
with it-knew I wanted to state my rea
sons and that then I would make my ob
jection. My majority leader denied me 
that right on the floor of the Senate. So 
far .as I am concerned, he will never 
represent me as my majority leader in 
protecting my rights again. :He is the 
majority leader, but not with the sup
port of the 'Senior Senator from Oregon. 
Get that clear. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from 
Oregon can state whatever he pleases; 
but I shall state for the RECORD, as many 
times as need be, that I did not know 
of any agreement entered into between 
the Senator from Oregon or anyone else 
and the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. MORSE. I only want to say that 
I do not believe the majority leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is en
titled to his opinion. 

Mr. nmKSEN. Mr. President, I must 
invoke the .rule with respect to in
decorous language. 

Mr. MORSE. I am very happy to have 
that discussed. I certainly have the 
right to say whether I believe a state
ment or do not believe a statement. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. iI know, but it puts 
the majority leader into the issue. 

Mr. MORSE. It only expresses my 
opinion as to my understanding of that 
situation. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am prepared to pro
tect the majority leader at any time. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I do not need any 
protection. Each Senator can speak for 
himself. The Senate as a whole can 
form its own judgment. 
- .Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I .am 
prepared to yield the floor; but before 
I do, I wish to ask unanimous consent 
that the Subcommittee of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary, which is hear
ing testimony on the nomination of 
Thurgood Marshall, be permitted to sit 
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tomorrow notwithstanding the session 
of the Senate. 

Mr. MORSE. I object. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection ·is 

heard. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Illinois yield to me be
fore he yields the floor? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I yield to the Genator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I merely wish to 
read from the RECORD under date of July 
27, because there are times in a man's 
life when he would like to have his own 
words, words that were intoned and un
edited, as the RECORD in the Official Re
porters' office will show-there are times 
when a man would like to have his words 
mean what they say. I hope that will 
always be the case. 

On page 14896 of the RECORD of July 
27, the Sena tor from Minnesota spoke as 
follows: -

The time has come for this body to make 
up its mind whether it will legislate or be
come the laughingstock of the Nation. We 
are already in trouble. I say to my colleagues 
in the Senate that if we keep it up, I do not 
know how many Senators will be back here 
next year except to line up in the · rear of 
the Chamber to parade across to the House 
of Representatives as ex-Senators. Frankly 
I have no such desire. I am not going to 
encourage that process. 

That was the statement of the Senator 
from Minnesota. I guess I even included 
myself as being one of the ex-Senators. 
I was not trying to say that any par
ticular person was going to be the subject 
of this kind of public reaction, except 
possibly the Sena tor from Minnesota. I 
do not want anyone to indicate on the 
floor of the Senate, by word or by im
plication, any other meaning to those 
words than the statement clearly indi
cates. I am sure no one would want to 
do that. 

Mr. MORSE. Can the Senator find 
the reply of the Senator from Oregon to 
the Senator from Minnesota, which was 
spoken very shortly after that, and read 
that, too? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should be more 
than happy to do so. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Sen

ator from Illinois yield; if so, to whom? 
Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Senator 

from Arizona, provided I do not lose the 
floor. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Inasmuch as the 
distinguished minority leader is about to 
leave the floor, I did not want him to 
depart without giving me the benefit of 
his good judgment. 

We have listened to the Senator from 
Oregon in his tirade against the majority 
leader and his renunciation of his ma
jority leader. I wonder if the Senator 
from Illinois suspects that the Senator 
from Oregon might be anticipating an
other political move. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Not being gifted with 
the wisdom of the Delphic Oracle, I can
not say. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I suggest that we 
might give him another chair here if he 
decides to make that move. [Laughter.] 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I yield, provided I do 
not lose my right to the floor. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I have not 
heretofore participated in this discus
sion. Having been associated with . the 
majority leader and the Senator from 
Oregon for a good many years, I should 
like to say as an individual that I regret 
and am grieved at the statement the 
Senator from Oregon made concerning 
his belief in the majority leader just a 
moment ago. 

But I cannot let this opportunity pass 
without saying, as a longtime associate 
of the majority leader, that his veracity 
is unquestioned. I would take his word 
for anything; and I am happy to testify 
that although we do not always vote 
alike on questions, never have I ever 
questioned his word or never has any
one to my knowledge ever been success
fully able to question the veracity of the 
word of the majority leader. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The absence 
of a quorum has .been suggested, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. SMA'I_'HERS. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded, in or
der that the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GORE], who had the floor last night, 
and who very kindly entered with us 
into a gentleman's agreement that he 
would be permitted to conclude his re
marks today, may now proceed. At that 
time it was agreed that today he would 
conclude his remarks by 12 o'clock; and 
it was our impression, last night, that 
he would resume his speech before now. 
I think it was understood that he would 
be permitted to proceed for the period 
between 10 a.m. and noon today. Of 
course, once he resumes, he has the floor, 
and can proceed for as long as he may 
wish. But, under the circumstances, I 
would ask that he be permitted to pro
ceed until 1 o'clock. 

Mr. MORSE. I object. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President
The VICE PRESIDENT. No debate is 

in order. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, may I be 

recognized? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. No debate is 

in order during a quorum call. 
Objection has been heard; and the 

clerk will proceed with the quorum call. 
The legislative clerk resumed the call 

of the roll. 

Aiken 
Allott 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Boggs 
Bottum 
Burdick 
Bush 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Cannon 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Chavez 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 

[No. 140 Leg.] 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Engle 
Ervin 
Goldwater 
Gore 
Gn1ening 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
H111 
Holland 
Hruska 

Humphrey 
Jackson 
Javits 
Johnston 
Jordan 
Keating 
Kefauver 
Kerr 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long, Hawaii 
Long, La. 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
MoCarthy 
McClellan 
McGee 
McNamara 
Metcalf 

Mlller 
Morse 
Morton 
Moss 
Mundt 
Muskie 
Pastore 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 

Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith, Mass. 
Smith, Maine 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 

Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wiley 
Williams, N .J. 
Williams, Del. 
Yarborough 
Young, N. Dak. 
Young, Ohio 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that 
· the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BIBLE], 
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoN
RONEY], and the Senator from Oregon 
[Mrs. NEUBERGER] are absent on official 
business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. CARROLL], tlie Sena
tor from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. HICKEY], 
and the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
LONG l are necessarily absent. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER], 
the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. FONG], the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. MUR
PHY], the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
PEARSON], and the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. PROUTY] are necessarily 
absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of Massachusetts in the chair). 
A quorum is present. 

SURVEY OF INTEGRATION IN NEW 
YORK SCHOOLS 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New York. 
Mr. JAVITS. I shall stop as soon ·as 

the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GORE] 
arrives. As long. as he is not here, I 
thought I would deal with a couple of 
matters I intend to deal with anyway. 
I hope the Senate aids will let me know 
as soon as the Senator from Tennessee 
arrives. 

A very interesting survey has been 
made in the State of New York with 
respect to our public schools there, which 
shows that a very large proportion of 
our schools in upstate New York and in 
downstate Nev, York show the presence 
of racial patterns of housing in terms of 
whether there is a predominantly white 
or Negro utilization of schools by chil
dren. 

I ask unanimous consent that the sur
vey, out of the New York Herald Tribune, 
may be a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
UPSTATE NEW YORK: 41 PERCENT OF SCHOOLS 

ARE ALL WHITE 

(By Joseph Michalak) 
One-third of upstate school districts had 

only white children, but an even larger per
centage-41-of the school buildings had 
enrollment consisting entirely of whites. 
Furthermore, the enrollment of nonwhites 
in the integrated districts "in many instan
ces" was "a fraction of a percent." These 
were among the major findings announced 
yesterday in the first racial census conducted 
last year by the State education department. 
The census had been billed as a first step in 
efforts to eliminate segregation and unequal 
opportunities for minority groups. 

Theron A. ·Johnson, who directed the proj
ect, said the figures showed "disproportions" 
in enrollments. But he declined to say that 
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there was evidence of deliberate segregation. 
He said there appeared to be evidence of resi
dential patternf:!. 

NINETY-FIVE PERCENT REPLY 

About 95 per·cent of the 882 districts re~ 
plied to questionnaires mailed by the divi
sion of intercultural relations. The re
sponses represented 2,611 schools, about 99 
percent of the school population, Mr. John
son said. 

Of the 68 percent of the districts that had 
Negro and white pupils, 490, or 48 percent, 
had fewer than 1 percent Negroes and 198, or 
40 pE:!r~ent, fro~ 1 to 10 percent. Of the 33 
percent of districts with Puerto Ricans, 153, 
or 79 percent, had fewer than 1 percent, and 
the remainder were distributed between 1 
and 10 percent. 

More than 47 percent of the districts 
registered "others,'' which included Orientals 
and American Indians. However, 92 percent 
of the districts had less than 1 percent in 
these categories. 

In New York City's annual racial census, 
announced last month, 90 percent of the 588 
elementary schools enrolled Negroes and only 
42 percent had Negro enrollments under 10 
percent. About 94 percent of city schools 
enrolled Puerto Ricans and less than two
thirds of these had Puerto Rican enrollments 
under 10 percent. 

TWENTY-FIVE PERCENT ARE NEGROES 

About one of every four elementary school 
children in the city is a Negro and about one 
of every five is a Puerto Rican. About one 
of every 20 upstate pupils is a Negro and the 
Puerto Rican population upstate is estimated 
at less than 1 percent. 

Results of the New York City census taken 
by the State will be released separately, Mr. 
Johnson said. 

' A total of 24 upstate schools, less than 1 
percent, had Negro enrollments of more than 
90 percent. Of these, 14 were in Buffalo, 
which has 80 schools. 

Here is the ethnic distribution of New York 
State pupils by district and by school build
ings. The 837 districts reporting (New York 
City excluded) have 2,695 elementary 
schools. 

[In percent] 

White only __ ______ __ _________ ____ _ 
Negro-white ______ ____ ____ __ _____ _ _ 
Puerto Rican-white _____________ _ _ 
Puerto Rican-Negro-white ______ _ _ 
Other white ___ ______ ____ _________ _ 
Negro-white-other ___ _____ __ __ ____ _ 
Pue.rto Rican-other-white _____ ___ _ 
A.IL ___ __ --- --- ----- -- - --- ----- -- --

Total _____ ____ ___ _______ __ _ _ 

By By 
district buildings 

33.6 
24.6 

.8 
5. 7 
4. 7 

13.3 
1. 6 

15. 7 

100.0 

41. 7 
21. 6 
2. 3 
7. 9 
7.8 
9.3 
2.3 
7.1 

100. 0 

Other districts that reported buildings with 
more than 90 percent Negroes included 
Roosevelt, Freeport, Manhasset and Amity
ville, Long Island, and Newburgh. 

Under New York City's open enrollment 
plan, students in schools that have more 
than 90 percent Negro and/or Puerto Rican 
enrollment can transfer to better integrated 
schools. The city's last census showed 104 
such schools. 

Mr. Johnson reported that 103 buildings in 
41 upstate districts had at least 30 percent 
Negro pupils. "There is no attempt to define 
as de facto segregated all which exceed this 

· percentage," Mr. Johnson said, but "ex
perience dictates that from this point and 
beyond school districts must give added con
cern to what is happening in their school 
district." 

He said school authorities should ask 
whether any of these are forgotten schools 
and how best the school and community can 
work cooperatively to foster true integra
tion for all schoolchildren. 

When Dr. James E. Allen, Jr., the State 
commissioner, announced the census last 
year he made it clear that the State was 
prepared to step in where local school boards 
deliberately maintained segregated schools 
or where they took no action to alleviate the 
problem of schools segregated by residential 
patterns. · -

He called schools segregated in these ways 
"detrimental, psychologically and education
ally, to the students in attendance." 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I do this 
because we are constantly assailed in 
civil rights debates, in which I have the 
very deepest interest, with the fact that 
there is in these matters a difference in 
approach when civil rights advocates 
like myself deal with the question as it 
exists in the North and when they deal 
with the South. 

The frankness of this survey points up 
markedly the arguments which I have 
made so constantly, and which friends 
on my side have made so constantly. 
First, we do not assert that there are no 
problems in the North. We know there 
are problems. What we maintain is that 
the whole social and governmental ob
ject is not to sweep those problems un
der the rug, and take the viewpoint that 
"education'' will take care of the prob
lems, but we face them and bring them 
out, ourselves, with surveys of this kind. 

Second, by law and practice, we can 
do everything we humanly can in order 
to deal with these conditions and elimi
nate them, or bring them under toler
able conditions in which they can be 
accepted as every effort is made to com
ply with the basic Constitution and law 
that there shall be no segregation in our 
public schools, and that all our chil
dren, whether black or white, shall have 
equal education-not equal but sepa
rate, but equal, education. 

It is in that spirit, Mr. President, I 
bring this to the attention of the Senate. 
In New York we frankly face our prob
lems. We survey them ourselves. We 
examine them ourselves. We do some
thing about them, both by government 
and practice, and with the great sup
port of the community. We take the 
moral course. 

I think this is a striking object lesson 
in answering the argument constantly 
made against us, "Why don't you put 
your own house in order before you 
seek to pass Federal laws to put in order 
the houses of other States?" 

I deeply feel those laws are urgently 
needed. 

I take this opportunity to bring it to 
the attention of the Senate, and I thank 
my colleague from Tennessee for his 
indulgen~e. but I explain that he was 
not in the Chamber when the quorum 
call ended, so I held the floor until his 
arrival. 

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS 
SATELLITE SYSTEM 

The Senate resumed the considera
tion of the motion of Mr. MANSFIELD that 
the Senate proceed to consider the bill 
(H.R. 11040) to provide for the estab
lishment, ownership, operation, and 
regulation of a commercial communica
tions satellite system, and for other pur
poses. 

The PRESIDING -OFFICER (Mr. 
METCALF in the chair). · The Senator 
!_rom Tennessee may proceed. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I wish to 
continue the speech I was making last 
evening when the Senate recessed. 

In submitting the proposed satellite 
bill, the administration recognized that 
the foreign policy aspects of the satel
lite system could not be separated from 
its commercial aspects. The negotia
tions will be both "political" and "busi
ness" in nature. Agreements on business 
matters will have political implications 
and vice versa. Negotiated agreements 
will cover both. 

As the senior Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PASTORE] indicated ·last 
night, there will be a combination. In
deed, Mr. President, I think the inter
national political aspects will be 
inseparable from the commercial and 
business aspects of these negotiations. 

Accordingly, the administration's bill 
stipulated that the Department of State 
would exercise a controlling voice in the 
negotiations necessary for establishment 
and operation of the system. 

In other. words, the bill requested by 
the President would have provided that 
the Government of the United States 
would conduct the negotiations or would 
supervise the negotiations a~d would 
have the right of-approval of agreements 
resulting from such negotiations even 
though it was contemplated th~t the 
c<;>rporation to be created by the proposed 
bill would participate in the negotiating 

. process. The negotiations, I repeat, 
were to be under the supervision and 
direction of the Government of the 
United States, and the agreements re
sulting from such negotiations were to 
be subject to approval by the Depart
ment of State. 

Section 402 of the original bill, as I 
stated yesterday, would have provided 
that the Department of State supervise 
the conduct of these negotiations. 

In his testimony before the Senate 
Committee on Aeronautical and Space 
Sciences, Under Secretary of State for 
Political Affairs George C. McGhee, 
stated succinctly the basis and need for 
participation and control by the Depart
ment of State in these negotiations. 

On yesterday I quoted at considerable 
length the testimony of Under Secretary 
McGhee. He pleaded eloquently for ap
proval of the provision recommended 
and requested by the President, that the 
Government of the United States be re
sponsible for the conduct of negotiations 
between our country and other countries 
or agencies of other countries. . 

Secretary McGhee's plea was un
heeded, as was the request of the Presi
dent of the United States. Proponents 
of the proposed bill like to stress the fact 
that it is the President's bill, but I say 
to Senators, Mr. President, that the 
measure which is sought on motion to 
be considered by the Senate bears but 

. little resemblance to the bill which was 
originally submitted and recommended 
by the President of the United States. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question at that 
point? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
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Mr. MORSE. Is it not true that there 

are also di.ff erences between the bill pro
posed to the Senate and the bill passed 
by the House, which would mean that 
passage of a bill in the Senate would 
require that the bill go to conference? 

Mr. GORE. I believe so. 
Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator yield 

for another question? 
Mr. GORE. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. Does not the Senator 

think we ought to take a long look at the 
differences between the two versions of 
the bill in order to determine whether it 
would be in the interest of the Senate at 
this time to run the risk of having a bill 
go into conference and ending up with 

the possible adoptio~ of the House-passed 
bill? 

Mr. GORE. I think careful consider
ation of the proposed bill ls imperative 
for many reasons, ,including the one to 
which the senior Senator from Oregon 
has ref erred. 

The provisions of section 402 of the 
admlnistration's bill, which would have 
reserved to the Department of State an 
effective voice in the conduct of con
templated international negotiations, 
have been eliminated. Section 402 has 
been comp1etely rewritten, relegating 
the State Department to an advisory 
position in the conduct oI negotiations 
which the bill contemplates this private 
corporation will conduct with govern
ments uf other countries. By terms of 
the bill as it now stands, rather than 
conducting or ·supervising negotiations 
and approving the result thereof, the De
partment of State would be limited to 
tne r-ight to be informed about them and 
permission t0 render such assistance as 
the corporation may request. 

Some •appear to hav-e the impression 
that conventional international com
munications facilities have been estab
lished ·by ·domestic carriers in direct 
negotiation witn foreign communica
tions -agencies operated by foreign gov
ernments 'Or other entities without any 
need for interna'tiona1 negotiations con
ducted or supervised by the Departmen·t 
of :state. ·It is trrre that ·our domestic 
carriers do now conduct negotiations 
with their counterparts abroad. But 'the 
State Department nas also historically 
conducted negotiations and participated 
in numerous international government
to-government reonferences in the tele
communications 'field. 

Since 1884 there have :been well over 
-a hundred ·international 'Conierences in 
which the U.S. participation was under 
the supervision of the Government, in 
particular an agency of the executive 
branch, the Department of State. 

There have 'been at least 44 such con
ferences which were merely uf 'Rn ex
ploratory nature, when no formal agree
ments were lntended to 1be reached. 
There have been at least 69 such confer
-ences., ·however., which :resulted in a 
treaty., an executive agreement, or s.ome 
less formally agreed course of .actton on 
the part of the _governments concerned. 

I .observe that the. fir.st .such confer
ence for which documentation is avail
·able was described as a Conference on 
the Protection of . Submarine Cables, 
which was held in Paris in 1884. That 

.conference -culminated in a convention 
which was signed on March 14, 1884. I 
note also that six international confer-: 
·ences in the field of telecommunications. 
in which U.S. participation is under 
State Department sponsorship, already 
have been held in calendar year 1962. 

I asked the Department of State to 
prepare for me a chronological list of 
telecommunications conferences and re
quested that the distinction be made be
tween those in which an agreed course 
of action was negotiated and those which 
consisted of less formal discussion where 
no agreement was reached or intended to 
be reached. The list, to which I re
f er.red yesterday, is broken down into 
:the two categories, based upon infor
mation which was supplied me. 

Mr. President, the list of such confer
.ences, a portion of which I read into the 
RECORD last evening, was prepared by 
officials of the Department of State from 
documentation that was readily avail
able 1n the Department. Apparently 
the list, as furnished by the Department, 
was not complete. :I note that Under 
Secretary McGhee, in testimony before 
the House Commerce Committee, cited 
three instances in which -8tate Depart
ment negotiations were required .as a 
prerequisite to .the installation of inter
national communications 'facilities. 
These instances were cited by the Under 
Secretary in .support oI the Department 
of State's insistence up,on .the language 
.contained in section 402 of ,the bill as 
originally submitted by the administra
tion. I quote from Under Secretary 
McGhee's prepared statement before the 
committee, as found on pages 4:46 and 
447 of the hearings: 

The Department's interest in matters of 
this kind is not new. Over the years it has 
participated in the ne_gotiation of many 
treaties dealing with frequency allocation 
-and communications problems in genera1. 
It has also taken the initiative in the estab
lishment of new ·and direct communications 
·circuits, and ·has 1nter:vened ·on behalf of the 
U.S. international .telecommunication com
panies in protecting their interests abroad. 
The .following are several instances where the 
Department negotiated on behalf of Ameri
can communication companies: 

1. The Bermutla Telecommunication 
·Agreement of 1945 between the United States 
and the British Commonwealth for the estab
lishment . of .direct radio-telegraph circuits 
between 'the United 4Sta·tes and certain mem
bers of the Commonweal-th sueh as Australia, 
New Zealand, South Africa~ and so forth. 

2. The establishment of relay stations tor 
RCAC and McKay Radio & .T.elegr.aph Co. 
at the in'ternational city of Tangier. ·This 
necessitated ·an agreemen·t with the Soviet 
Union since it involved circuits between ·the 
United States and the Soviet Union via Tan• 
gier "Rnd negotiations with the authorities 
uf the interuational city of Tangier. 

3. Prior to the signing of an agreement 
between the .A.T. & T. and the British Gen
eral Post Office for the building of the first 
:transatlantic .telephone cable, the British 
authorities wJshed to ,dis.cuss with U.S. offi
cials certain aspects of the contract, espe
cially, the question of the use of telepnone 
cables for telegraphy. Consequent1y, dur
ing the period May· 16 through May 25, 
'1956, tn'formal discussions · were held ·In 
Washington between officials · of 'the United 
States and the United . Kingdom Govern
ments eonee.rned with telecommunications. 
Representatives of the operating companies 

of both .countries and the U.S. Congress at
ten.ded the later stages of the discussion. 

An analogous situation exists in the ne
gotiation of traffic rights and routes for 
American companies -operating airlines. 
These negotiations ar,e regularly carried on 
by representatives of the Department of 
State with the cooperation and assistance 
of the other interested Government agen
cies and the com;panies concerned. This 
method of negotiation is provided for in 
the Federal Aviatiun A.ct. The administra
tion proposal for legislation to establ1sh a 
communications satellite corporation also 
takes into account this longstanding prac
tice. 

As shown by past experience, the Depart
ment is prepared to supervise and facili
tate the international negotiations neces
sary to establish a new worldwide system of 
international communications responding 
fully to our own national interests and the 
-expectations and interests .of other partici
pating countries. We are of the opinion 
tbat H.R. 10115 provldes a suitable and nec
essary basis for proceeding to these arrange
ments. 

Mr. President, of the three conferences 
ref erred to by Secretary McGhee, the 
latter two are not on the list compiled 
for me by the State Depar'tment. This is 
the basis for "Illy statement that the list 
·of ;such -confer.ences, which I have cited, 
ls -incomplete. i do not know how many 
other such omissions there are, but I 
am ·confident that, in addition to the 112 
conferences listed, there .are many other 
.instances in which ,governmental nego
:tiations wer,e found to be necessary or 
advisable. 

In ibe light of the strong ·case made 
by State Department witnesses for the 
original language of section 40·2., I have 
great di:fficult_y in ·understanding the 
basis of the Department's later acquies
cence in action ·taken by the committee 
to strip from the bill the authority for 
the Department of State--of -course, 
representing the President of the United 
'Sta:tes-to have -an effective -voice in 
the negotiations which will be necessary 
for installation and operation of a global 
satellite communications system. 

Section 201(a) (4) provides: 
The !President shall exercise such super

vJsion over relationships of 'the corporation 
with foreign governments or entities or with 
international bodies as may be ·aippropriate 
to assure that such relattonships .shall be 
consistent wUh the national interest and 
foreign policy of the United ·states. 

The -foregoing language sounds fine 
at ·quick reading. But it :is wholly un
clear as to ·just ·how the President shall 
exercise supervision over the action of 
the proposed coJ:lI)oration. There is no 
:provision by which the corporation is 
subject to Presldentia1 direction, and the 
bill specifically provides •that the corpo
ration will not be "an agency or estab
lishment of the United States Govern
ment:" 

The <question iarises as to just what 
would happen if the President ·and the 
·management of the corporation should 
disagree as to what is in the best interest 
of ,tbe United States from the standpoint 
of foreign policy; Presumably, .in an 
extr.aordinary situation, the President 
could direct the Attorney General to 
bring action in the U.S. courts under the 
provisi0ns of section 403 of the bill, seek
ing injunctive r·e11ef. ln such ease, we 
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would witness the spectacle of the for- ellite, which means owned by the United 
eign policy of the United States being States, but if a licensee or lessee author
subjected to judicial determination of a ity were set up in contractual relation
difference between the private corporate ship between the U.S. Government and 
monopoly which would be created by the some independent company in this 
bill and the Government of the people of country? 
the United States. Mr. GORE. The suggestion the Sen-

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the ator has made merits very careful con
Senator yield at that point for a ques- sideration. I should like to point out 
tion? that if the bill is enacted, it may well 

Mr. GORE. I yield. be that this satellite corporation will 
Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from only own the U.S. interest in the space 

Tennessee share my view that no matter components of the satellite communica
with what language either the bill or the tions system. A.T. & T., as a separate 
subsequent negotiating procedure is corporation, and other corporations may 
clothed, the fact is that we would give to own all the ground stations in this coun
a monopoly negotiable power, direct or try. The bill leaves that point undeter
indirect, in the field of foreign policy mined. 
with foreign governments? So we are really speaking here of 

Mr. GORE. I agree that that is the rights which this Congress is powerless 
purport and intent and effect of the to grant at this time because we now 
provisions of the bill now proposed. I have no such rights. They have not 
do not believe that such an effect was been determined. The communications 
the purport or the intent or would be the satellite system can be installed only 
effect of the language of the bill which through international agreement. We 
was submitted to Congress by Presi- need no satellite communication system, 
dent Kennedy and recommended and so far as I know, to communicate with 
requested by him. each other in the United States.- The 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the principal purpose and intent and nature . 
Senator yield for another question? of the use of this new medium of com-

Mr. GORE. I yield. munications is transoceanic, intercon-
Mr. MORSE. Does the senator agree tinental, intercountry, international 

with me that because there is at least communications. Therefore, it cannot 
this area of doubt created by the bill as operate unless there is international 
to the relationship of the American agreement on the allocation and use of 
monopoly and foreign powers in the frequencies and wavelengths, and on 
:field of foreign policy negotiations that the installation of ground stations in 
it is of the utmost importance that we those countries with whom we may wish 
try to get this matter completely clarified to communicate and to which we may 
in hearings before the Foreign Relations wish to project the image of America, 
Committee, of which the Senator and not in its less attractive commercial tele-
1 are members? vision form, but in its most advantageous 

Mr. GORE. I believe it is important. aspect. 
I regard it as necessary that the senate, These are serious questions which are 
which under the Constitution has at involved here. They are extremely 
least limited partnership with the serious .questio~s. ~ese wavel~ngths 
President of the United States with re- are subJect to Jammmg and subJect to 
spect to the foreign policy of our country, i1:1terfe!ence, both from_ ground installa
understand and consider the foreign - tions m . ~ther co~ntr_1es and per~~ps 
policy implications of this vast new com- from orb1t1?-g satelhte 1nstrumentallt1es. 
munications medium before we pass any So here 1s a system that can only be 
bill on the subject. ~rought _to fruition for 1:11ankind t~rough 

I believe it is extremely imperative mternati<?nal co~perat1on. It IS only 
that we pause and think and consider thro~gh mte~nat1onal_ agreements that 
the foreign policy implications that can ~he rig~ts which the ~Ill proposes to vest 
be foreseen now, and perhaps many ma private corporation c~n be se~ured. 
others which we cannot foresee now Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
but which with careful study might be Senator yield for another question? 
anticipated, before we pass a bill vest- Mr. GORE: I should first like to make 
ing in a private corporate monopoly the one more pomt. Therefore I have sug
power to negotiate international agree- gested that legisl~tion on this subject 
ments on behalf of the United States -may be premature. Perhaps even more 
particularly so since that corporatioi:{ serious is the fact that the bill w<;>~ld 
as proposed by the bill would be a propose that we depend upon the ab1hty 
private corporation for profit. I do not of th~ private corporate moi:opoly to 
criticize profit. I am saying that the negotiate many agreements with many 
profit motive may not be an accurate na_tioru; in or~er ~o bring into ex~stence 
measure of international interest in the this commurucations system which all 
promotion, the development, and the mankind desires. 
utilization of this vast communications I respectfully suggest-and I am de
medium, the effects of which can only lighted that the distinguished majority 
now be partially foreseen. leader is in the Chamber and listening 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the to the debate-that it may be the 
Senator yield for a final question? severest possible handicap to the 

Mr. GORE. I yield for a question. achievement of advantageous interna-
Mr. MORSE. Does tlie Senator agree tional agreements if we vest, as the agent 

with me that a good many of the legal of the people of the United states, a 
problems that he and I are raising in corporate monopoly with authority to 
'connection with the foreign relations as- conduct the negotiations. 
pect of the bill would be removed if the I foresee that. there may be many 
satellite remained an Ame~can-flag sat- other countries who will be most re-

Iuctant to agree to the allocation and 
use of wavelengths if exclusive use of 
those wavelengths on the part of the 
United States is vested in a private 
corporate monopoly organized solely for 
profit. This will be branded as dollar 
imperialism. 

I am sorry that I have asked the 
Senator to wait so long. I yield to the 
Senator for a question. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
Tennessee understand that the argu
ment he has just made in regard to the 
relationship of this monopolistic con
trolled satellite to American foreign 
policy and the problems created thereby 
with regard to negotiating agreements 
with foreign governments is exactly the 
same position the senior Senator from 
Oregon has taken when he hw, urged 
upon the leadership of the Senate that 
we get this matter before the Foreign 
Relations Committee for such hearings 
for such length of time as it may take in 
order to really cover the subject matter. 

Mr. GORE. I am n.v.-are of the posi
tion taken by the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon. It is my hope that either 
today, or if not today, then tomorrow, 
some accommodation or some under
standing will be reacht.d in the Senate 
which will permit the Conunittee on 
Foreign Relations to give coru;ideration 
to the foreign policy aspects of the 
satellite communications system and 
the bill. 

I think the Senate has been perhaps 
tardy in coming to a realization that 
this is· the most important aspect of the 
bill. Indeed, I think the executive 
branch may have been a little tardy in 
coming to that realization. But we are 
informed that a study is now underway 
under the direction of the White 
House-I take it under the direction of 
the President-involving several agen
cies of the Government, with respect to 
the foreign policy implicatbns of satel
lite communications. It seems to me 
that the Senate and the executive 
branch would be well advised to give 
this subject the most careful considera
tion before the passage of the bill rather 
than afterward. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Tennessee yield for a 
moment, to enable the Senate to re
ceive a message from the President of 
the United States? 

Mr. GORE. Without losing my right . 
to the floor, and without this being 
counted as a second speech, I yield for 
that purpose. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With 
that understanding, the Senate will re
ceive a message from the President of 
the United States. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESI
DENT-APPROVAL OF BILLS 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States . were com
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, 
one of his secretaries, ar_d he announced 
that the President had approved and 
signed the following acts: 

On July 25, 1962: 
· s . 46. An act to provide tor the establish
ment and . admintstrati~n _o! . basic public 
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recreation facilities at the Elephant Butt.e 
and Caballo Reservoir areas, New Mexico. 
and for other purposes; and 

S. 2970. An act to amend the Small Busi
ness Act. 

On July 27, 1962: 
s. 2147. An act for the relief of Felipe 0. 

Pagdilao. 
On July 30, 1962: 

S. 1824. An act to create an additional 
judicial district for the State of Florida, to 
be known as the middle district, and for 
other purposes. 

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS 
SATELLITE SYSTEM 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the motion of Mr. MANSFIELD that the 
Senate proceed to consider the bill (H.R. 
11040) to provide for the establishment, 
ownership, operation, and regulation of 
a commercial communications satellite 
system, and for other purposes. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President., will the 
Senator from Tennessee yield for an
other question? 

Mr~ GORE. I yield for a ques'tlon. 
Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator give 

me his best judgment and answer to this 
hypothetical: Suppose the bill is passed. 
Suppose A.T. & T. is given a vested inter
est in satellite communicat1ons or in 
satellites, as the bill provides. Suppose 
Russia jams those satellites. Suppose 
the United States then protests to the 
United Nations the conduct of Russia. 
Does the Senator feel that the United 
States would be in as strong a position 
before the United Nations, protesting the 
jamming of a satellite owned to the ex
tent that ownership is granted ·under the 
bill by a private monopoly in the United 
States, in contrast with the position we 
would be in before the United Nations if 
Russia were jamming, in fact, an Ameri
can-flag satellite in orbit? 

Mr. GORE. I think the answer to that 
question must be that the foreign re1a
tions of the Un1ted States must be con
ducted by the Government of the United 
States. 

I think the answer to the second part 
of the question must be that if this new, 
vastly important medium is to be utilized 
for the true benefit of all the people of 
the United States, then it must be U:ti
ized for the benefit of the people of the 
world. It must be utilized to project ac
curately the image of our ,way of life, 
because I think when the image is por
trayed accurately, we really see democ
racy in action. 

I think such a medium must be uti
lized not only to communicate our image, 
but also to bring to our people the way 
of life and, I hope, evidence of the 
friendship of the people of other con
tinents. Thus, the result would be a 
growing friendship, a growing neighbor
liness among mankind. I believe these 
are the true aspirations of the American 
people for the utilization of this vast new 
medium. I think it would be handi
capped instead of furthered by vesting 
all rights which the United States may 
achieve or may not achieve in such a 
system in a private corporate monopoly,· 
organized solely for profit. 

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator from 
Tennessee indulge me with his patience 

for another question, which will be my the nonbusiness negotiations or the 
last. question of how the determination as to 

Does the Senator agree with me that which is business and which is nonbusi
we do not yet know what all the scien- ness will be made, and by whom. 
tiflc implications may be from putting I bring up this point, Mr. President, 
satellites in orbit, with the result that merely to highlight the fact that we do 
there may very well be a possibility that not now know the international political 
satellites launcned by us in orbit con- conditions under which a satellite com
ceivably could affect the communications munications system will be ins.talled. 
interests of other nations and that, Yet, by the terms of the pending bill, 
therefore, the question of satellite con- we would vest in a private corporation 
trol, so far as the United States is con- the exclusive right of U.S. ·participation 
cerned, should be kept completely under in such a system and the controlling 
the American flag and not transferred voice in the determination of what the 
to any degree to a private monopoly in ground rules would be. 
this country? During the course of the hearings the 
· Mr. GORE. To the first part of the senior Senator from Texas, referring to 
Senator's question, I reply that I do not the language now contained in section 
believe we know everything about the 402, stated: 
technical implications involved. .I am There is not -a doub"t in my mind ·you are 
sure we do not know about all of the po- <granting a portion of sovereignty to this 
litical implications involved. For those .corporation. 
reasons, and also others I think lt would He compared it 'to the grants of au-
hamper instead of help the achievement 
-of a workable satellite communications tbority to the East India Co. and 
system to vest in a monopoly whatever the Dutch East India Co. in the 
-rights we may achieve or fail to achieve, heyday of colonial exploitation. In my 
plus designating the monopoly as the view, we simply cannot afford to con
negotiating agent on behalf of the duct the Nation's foreign policy in the 
United states. space age on any such·basis. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator Let me reiterate, Mr. President, that 
Irom Tennessee. the foreign-policy implications of a 

Mr. GORE. Whatever may be th-e satellite communications ·system are of 
broad general objectives of section far-reaching inu>ortance. Moreover, 

they have not yet been clearly defined. 
201(a} <4> of the proposed bill the gen- The dramatic Telstar experiment serves 
·eral language in this section must yield to demonstrate the vast potentials of such 
to the specific authority contained in 
section 402, wh1ch authorizes the cor- a system. 13ut this 1eat, accom1>lished 
·poration to enter into negotiations with through a cooperative effort on the part 

th t 1 b . . of the Government and the A.T. & T., 
,o er coun ries mere Y Y givmg notice also serves to .call attention to some of 
to the Department of State that it pro-
poses so to do, and informing the Depart- the problems. 
ment of the outcome. The New York Times .of July T2, r962, 

The public interest is not adequately carried an announcement from the press 
protected by describing the negotiations secretary to the President of the initia
ref erred to in section 402 as "businesso tlon of a White House study of both the 
negotiations. As I have said earlier in opportunities and the problems arising 
these remarks, there is no way in which ·from the Telstar experiment. The 
the commercial, or "business" aspects of , Times article ·states in part, as follows: 
a satellite communications system can lre . Among the issues expected to be studied 
divorced from its foreign policy implica:- are the growing 11ole of televtsion as a factor 
tions. This is recognized in the language in the implementation of foreign policy, the 
of the section itself because the Depart- delicate task of harmonizing governmental 

and private interests in the ,field of global 
ment is directed to "advise the corpora- video, the possibllity of .assisting emerging 
tion of relevant foreign policy consid- ...nations to develop their own domestc video 
erations" involved in such "business" facilties and the encouragement of ex-
negotiations. changes with foreign television netwm:ks. 

Under the terms of the pending bill I quote further from this news article 
neither the President nor the Depart- by Mr. Jack Gould: 
ment of State has any control over the 
content of such agreements as may be Dealing with television abroad poses new 
negotiated by the corp· oration, such con- ·problems because of tbe organizational character of much of foreign television and 
trol having been specifically eliminated the private nature of American television. 
from the bill. Yet the Government will In many countries broadcasting is a di
be bound for good or ill by the terms of rect arm of government and, should heads 
such agreements, because the proposed of state become parties to an international 
corporation is granted a monopoly on exchange program, the State Department is 
U.S. participation in the commercial virtually forced to become involved lest feel-

ings be hurt on the diplomatic level. 
satellite communications system. Here at home the commercial broadcasters 

The bill before the Senate does not are strongly adverse to being put in the posi
speciflcally reserve to the Government tion of handmaidens of Government policy. 
the right to conduct "nonbusiness" nego- Yet, if the United States is to be heard 
tiations with respect to the establish- overseas with accompanying complaints of 
ment and operation of the system. The trying to dominate global video, there must 
corporation is directed to advise the De- be ample reciprocity 1n carrying programs 
partment of State only with respect to from abroad. 
'"business" negotiations. So, if it is Mr. President, I ask unanimous con,
argued that some negotiations.will be of sent to have printed at this point in the 
a "business" nature and others will not, .RECORD, as if I had read it, the .entire 
the provisions of the bill leave unan- article by Mr. Jack Gould, as published 
swered the question of who will co_nduct in the New York Times. 
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There being no objection, the _ article 

was ordered to b_e printed in the RJ:CORD, 
as follows: · - - · · 
FEAT S!>UltS A STUDY B:Y- WHITE-HOUSE OF NEW 

PROBLEMS' -

(By Jack Gould) 
The White House. plans to initiate a study 

of international communications that wm 
examine the new opportunities and problems 
arising from the successful launching of the 
relay satellite, Telstar. 

Governmental agencies, including the 
State Department and the Federal Com
munications Commission, a:qd representa
tives of the privately owned television 
networks will participate in conferences de
signed to prepare for the new era in ·global 
communications. 

Pierre Salinger, White House press secre
tary, said that it was contemplated that the 
study would be of a broad nature encom
passing international communications as a 
whole and not only Telstar. 

FCC AID 

Among the issues expected to be studied 
are the growing role of television as a factor 
in the implementation of foreign policy, the 
delicate task of harmonizing g~verntnental 
and private interests in the field of global 
video, the possib111ty of assisting emerging 
nations to develop their own domestic video 
fac111ties . and the encouragement of ex
changes with foreign television networks. 

Mr. Salinger said that a working paper on 
the future of international broadcasting had 
been prepared by Tedson J. Meyers, admin
istrative assistant to Newton N. Mlnow, 
Chairman of the Commission. 

The paper ls receiving preliminary study 
in .the State Department and other agencies. 
Mr. Meyers, who could not be reached for 
comment, was detached some time ago from 
his normal ·duties at the Commission to work 
on the draft. 

From other sources in· Government it was 
learned that the American Broadcasting Co., 
Columbia Broadcasting System, and National 
Broadcasting Co. would be brought into the 
consultations before any agenda was tenta
tively considered. 

The Kennedy administration was repre
sented as believing that participation by 
the private broadcasters ls of the utmost 
importance since they constituted the back
bone of American television. 

It was understood that the administration 
hoped to keep the problems of international 
television separate from those of domestic 
video. Ever since Mr. Minow characterized 
much of television programing as a "waste
land," relations between the ihdustry and 
Washington have been on the cool side. 

SEEN AS DOMINANT MEDIUM 

The overriding national consideration 
with respect to television is that in ,the years 
ahead it is expected to become the domi
nant medium for speaking directly to the 
peoples of the world. The latest figures 
available at the United Nations show that 
72 nations and territories now have televi
sion and that there are over 2,000 stations 
abroad. 

From the standpoint of the United States 
the present would appear to offer a rare op
portunity to establish cordial relations with 
as many television systems as possible, an 
undertaking already started by the Soviet 
Union. 

As attention shifts increasingly from ra
dio to television, ·as it has in all countries 
where video is established, . access . to the 
screens of the world is seen as a matter of 
first importance !or all nations desirous o! 
making themselves heard. · 

Dealing with televisidn abroad poses-new 
problems because o! the organizational char
acter o! much of · foreign television and the 
private natur~ of American television. 

CVIII:--953 

·. In man:y ~untries broadcasting ls a di
rect arm of' government and, should heads 
of state become parties to an international 
exchange program, t)le State Department 1s 
virtually forced to become involved lest feel
ings be hurt on the diplomatic level. 

BROADCASTERS SHUN ROLE 

Here at home the commercial broadcast
ers a.re strongly adverse to being put in the 
position of handmaidens of Government pol
icy. 

Yet, if the United States· is to be heard 
overseas with accompanying complaints of 
·trying to dominate global video, there must 
be ample reciprocity in carrying programs 
from abroad. 

Inevitably, the question a.rises as to the ex
tent that commercial broadcasters can be 
asked to make the sacrifice of donating eve
ning time at home in order to assure the 
presentation of the American position 
abroad. 

The advent of Telstar poses a. thorny ques
tion fraught with complexity. In a. sense it 
is the first television station authorized by 
the Commission to relay video overseas. 
Who is to decide what type of programing 
_would be most suitable for distribution 
a.broad? In short, where should satellite 
program control lie? 

Under the law as it pertains to domestic 
broadcasting, the Commission is not allowed 
to dictate program content. Accordingly, 
there have been reports in Washington that 
there has been thought of ·a new satellite 
programing agency, that might omit the 
Commission but embrace other govern.
mental departments and the private broad
casters. 

Far from resolved, however, is the accom
panying questio_n of whether such an ar
rangement would open the door to some form 
of Government influence over the export of 
television films and tape recordings, an issue 
on which there has been disagreement be
tween the broadcasters, on the one hand, 
and Edward R. Murrow, Director of the U.S. 
Information Agency, and Mr. Minow, on the 
other. 

· Some broadcasting executives are know.n to 
believe th~t ,as a practical matter Telstar 
programs will be limlted to major news 
events, with television stations on both sides 
of t!ie Atlantic deciding what they would 
c~~ . 

Once the novelty of Telstar wears off, they 
feel, the .element of cost will limit trans
atlantic television on a live basis. 

Another issue for the future is being 
brought to the attention of the State De
partment and the Information Agency by 
visiting foreign broadcasters, particularly 
from Asia and Africa. 

Funds often can be raised for the con
struction of a. television station, they note, 
but operating costs are proving unexpectedly 
burdensome, a. fact true of television the 
world a.round. 

Some countries need funds to show ·on 
television their own cultures. A strong 
indigenous schedule of programing is the 
goal of many smaller nations proud of their 
own dignity. 

They also believe it ls the best protection 
against a. television outlet's becoming prey 
to hostile ideologies or a. dumping ground 
for cheap imported video shows. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I empha
size that according to the White House 
announcement the executive department 
is only now initiating a study of how 
best to deal, in the national interest, 
with some of the- problems associated 
with a global satellite communications 
system. Should we pass the pending 
bill at this time, we would in large meas
ure have for~closed implementation of 

whatever conclusions might be reached 
as a result of such a study. 

In my view, should the Senate unf ortu
nately approve the pending bill at this 
time, we would be abdicating a portion 
of the Senate's responsibility in the area 
of foreign policy. Moreover, we would·, 
if the pending bill became law, have con
doned and provided for a similar abdica
tion by the President of his constitu
tional responsibility in the conduct of 
the Nation's foreign affairs. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Prefatory to my 

question, let me say that I have read 
the colloquy between the Senator from 
Tennessee and the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PASTORE], the floor manager 
of the bill, which appears in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD, beginning at page 
15067. The Senator from Rhode Island 
made the point that the bill contains 
other provisiollS-'-aside from the ones 
to which the Senator from Tennessee re
f erred yesterday-which give the Presi
dent supervisory powers over the ne.:. 
gotiations. 

Inasmuch as the Senator from Illinois 
is still "on the fence" as regards this 
matter, I wonder whether the Senator 
from Tennessee will summarize his ref
utation of the contention of the Sena
tor from Rhode Island. 

Mr. GORE. The section to which the 
distinguished senior Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PASTORE] referred was sec
tion 201 <a) <4>, which provides that the 
President shall "exercise such supervi
sion over the relationships of the corpo
ration with foreign governments or en
tities or with international bodies as may 

0be appropriate· to assure that such re
lationships shall be consistent with the 
national interest and foreign policy of 
United States." 

I should like to point out to the sen:'.. 
for Senator from Illinois that that pro
vision may sound fine, at first reading: 
indeed, it may satisfy some Members 
after careful reading. But my limited 
legal training prompts me to look for 
authority to carry out and implement the 
direction. 

I point out to the Senator from Illi
nois that this, if accomplished, would be 
an innovation in American life. If what 
the distinguished Senator froin Rhode 
Island contends be correct-namely, that 
the President of the United States is em~ 
powered to supervise this corporation
then I say this is something new, this 
would be the first time such was done. 

According to the distinguished senior 
Senator from Rhode Island, the Presi
dent of the United States is by means 
of this bill authorized and directed to 
supervise the actions of a priv~te cor
poration in which the Government will 
not own any interest; a private corpora
tion organized for profit. I take it that 
it would be presumed that if the Presi
dent had such authority, he would use 
it in the national interest. However, it 
does not follow that that would be in 
the interest of the profits of the corpora
tion. So immediately-there would be a 
conflict. 
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Mr. President, I wonder how many 
heads of corporations and how many 
members of boards of directors of Amer
ican corporations would welcome this 
innovation in American legislation
namely, a grant of authority to the 
President of the United States to super
vise and direct the actions of a private 
U.S. corporation. I say that would be 
quite an innovation. 

If the Senator will read the bill 
carefully, he will note that there is no 
provision in the bill which gives to the 
President authority to implement this 
mandate, nor is there any provision in 
the bill which requires the corporation to 
follow the President's supervision and 
·direction. · 

There is a provision in the bill for the 
settlement of differences between the 
Government and the corporation with 
respect to the establishment of satellite 
communications with a foreign country. 
The bill provides that such differences 
shall be submitted to the Federal Com
.munications Commission in an adver
sary proceeding-which I think would 
put the Government of the United 
States in, shall I say, an ignominious 
position. The Government of the United 
States, in all of its power and dignity 
engaging in an adversary proceeding
on a question involving foreign policy 
in which the Government has reached 
a decision based on the national in
terest-before the Federal Communica
tions Commission, where the bill pro
vides full and ample hearing shall be 
provided for all parties-that is the fan
tastic proposal presented here to the 
Senate. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
, - Mr. DOUGLAS. Am I to understand 

that the Senator from Tennessee is say
ing that section 402, which merely gives 
to the Government advisory powers in 
business negotiations, and which makes 
the corporation the negotiating agent, 
also gives to the corporation the power 
to make final decisions in business ne
gotiations? 

Mr. GORE. It gives to the corporation 
the power to negotiate international 
agreements, which would, of course, in
volve the interests of the corporation, 
and would also Involve the opportunity 
of the United States to secure rights 
which we hope will come to our country. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And is it the conten
tion of the Senator from Tennessee that 
business negotiations cannot be sepa
rated from Government operations? 

Mr. GORE. That is correct. That was 
acknowledged to be true by the senior 
Senator from Rhode Island. · 

Mr. DOUGLAS. How does the Sen
ator view section 403, which he just re
ferred to as the sec,tion on sanctions? 
Is it the Senator's contention that, if a 
tj.ispute arises between the advice given 
by the Department of State in interna
tional business negotiations and the cor
poration, while the corporation has im
mediate final powers, it would then be 
subject to adversary proceedings before 
the Federal Communications Commis
sions? 

Mr. GORE. I think section 403 refers 
to broader disagreements. In case there 

is broader disagreement, than presum
ably, under section 403, the President 
could direct the Attorney General to 
bring action in the U.S. courts, seeking 
injunctive relief. It is under another 
section that disagreements between the 
Government and the corporation would 
go to the Federal Communications Com
mission. 

If the Senator will allow me just a 
few seconds, I will find the latter pro
vision. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the clerk read subsection (3) 
of the proposed bill on page 28. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MORTON. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. GORE. I now have a copy of it, 

so I shall accommodate my friend, the 
distinguished and able and genial junior 
Senator from Kentucky, and my neigh
bor, whose rapt attention to this debate 
and keen interest in it has prompted 
him to take this action. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, in view 
of those kind words, I withdraw the ob
jection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GORE. I now have a copy. I will 
read it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator suspend for a moment, with the 
same understanding as before, while the 
Senate receives a message from the 
House? 

Mr. GORE. I yield with that under
standing. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the President pro tempore·: 

H.R. 3788. An act to provide for the trans
fer of the U.S. vessel Alaska to the Sta te of 
California for the use and benefit of the de
partment of fish and game of such State; 
and 

H.R. 7336. An act to promote the produc
t ion of oysters by propagation of d isease
resistant strains, and for other purposes. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 
The Secretary of the Senate reported 

tliat on July 30, 1962, he presented to 
the President of the United States the 
following enrolled bills: 

S. 1074. An act for the relief of Chao Tao 
Koh; 

S. 1889. An act for t h e relief of Mrs. Geohar 
Ogassian; and 

S. 2339. An act for the relief of George 
Ross Hutchin s. 

UNITED STATES AND RUSSIAN MER
CHANT MARINE BUILDING PRO
GRAM 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Tennessee may yield to me, with
out losing his rights to the floor, so I 
may ask unanimous consent to place in 

the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a compila
·w:m of the building program as between 
the United States merchant marine and 
that of the Sovfet Union. 

Mr. · MORSE. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, I would like to 
have an understanding that the Senator 
from Tennessee will not lose his right 
to the floor and that the interruption 
will not result in his speech being 
counted as a second speech. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? With that understanding, it 
is so ordered. 

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS 
SATELLITE SYSTEM 

The Senate resumed the considera
tion of the motion of Mr. MANSFIELD 
that the Senate proceed to consider the 
bill (H.R. 11040) to provide for the es
tablishment, ownership, operation, and 
regulation of a commercial communica
tions satellite system, and for other pur
poses. 

Mr. GORE. I yield to the Senator 
from Illinois for a question. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I will ask the Sen
ator if he will read the section on page 
28 which he requested the clerk to read. 
I make this request in the form of a 
question. Will the Senator from Ten
nessee be kind enougb, to read it? 

Mr. GORE. To get its full meaning, 
I must begin really with subsection (c). 
I must begin reading on page 27, line 7, 
because subsection (c) outlines the func
tions · of the Federal Communications 
Commission. So I will begin reading, if 
I may, on page 27, line 7, subsection (c): 

The Federal Communications Commission, 
in its administration of the provisions of 
the Communications Act of 1934, as 
amended, and as supplemented by this Act, 
shall-

And then I come to the third subpara
graph on page 28, to which the Senator's 
question ref erred-
in any case where t h e Secretar y of State, 
after obtaining the advice of the adminis
tration as to technical feasibility, h as ad
vised t hat com m ercial com munication to a 
part icular foreign point by means of the 
commu n icat ion s sat ellite system an d satel
lite terminal stations should be established 
in t h e n at ional interest , institut e forthwith 
appropriate proceedings u n der section 214 
(d) of t h e Commun icat ion s Act of 1934, as 
amen ded, to require t h e establishment of 
such comm unicat ion b y the corporation and 
t h e appropriate common carrier or carr iers. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I ask the Sena
tor from Tennessee why he does not 
th ink that would give ample power to 
the Federal Communications Commis
sion? 

Mr. GORE. Really, it does not give 
ample power to the Government of the 
United States. It provides that, in case 
the Government of the United States 
should reach a decjsion in the national 
interest that a satellite .communications 
system should be established in the na
t ional interest with a foreign country, 
the Government would not be free under 
the t erms of the bill to proceed to im
plement the decision it had reached in 
the national interest. The decision 
whieh the Government had reached, 
which it held to be in the national inter-
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est, could not be implemented, but the 
Government would be forced to engage in 
an adversary proceeding with the cor
poration in regard to the determination 
of whether the Federal Communications 
Commission should order the corpora
tion to establish such communications 
with such foreign country. 

I say that we should submit the Gov
ernment of the people to an adversary 
proceeding so long and drawn out as the 
contentious hearings have a way of be
coming before the independent agencies. 
The Government of the United States 
should not be hampered in the imple
mentation of a decision on foreign policy 
which it has reached "in the national 
interest." 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Do I correctly un
derstand the sections to mean that they 
apply merely to the question of technical 
feasibility concerning interconnections 
of our system with either transmitting 
or receiving systems of other countries? 

Mr. GORE. The language does not 
so provide. Neither does the committee 
report. 

If the Senator will read the language 
in the bill, he will find the only ref er
ence to "technical feasibility" is the 
provision that the Department of State, 
after obtaining the advice of the Admin
istration-which in this case I take it to 
mean the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration-as to technical 
feasibility, has advised that a decision 
has been reached in the national interest. 

If the Government of the United 
States has reached a decision in the na
tional interest-that a ground installa
tion should be established in some for
eign country in order to project tele
vision from the United States to that 
country, or to receive television in the 
United States from the other country
then before the Government of the 
United States could implement such a 
decision it would have to engage in an 
adversary proceeding before the Federal 
Communications Commission with a 
private corporate monopoly. 

I say that is inadvisable. That is not 
affording to the Government of the Unit
ed States the dominant position it de
serves. It is but a compromise of the 
constitutional responsibility and author
ity of the President of the United States 
with respect to the conduct of the for
eign policy of this country. Indeed, pas
sage of the bill would, in my opinion, 
be a partial abrogation of the constitu
tional responsibility of the Senate itself. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is the Senator from 
Illinois correct in his belief that the 
questions of the quality of service and 
the types of commercials to be telecast 
to finance the system would be outside 
the control of the FCC? 

Mr. GORE. I really do not know the 
answer to that question. Theoretically, 
the Federal Communications Commis
sion has authority to exercise some su
pervision over the character of television 
programs in the United States, but I 
have not seen very much evidence of 
the exercise of such authority. 

I believe I said yesterday that I turned 
on one 5-minute newscast on television 
in Washington, D.C., the other night, and 
before I could have the privilege of 
hearing what was left of the 5 minutes 

for news, I was forced to listen to seven 
commercials. I am not sure that is evi
dence that the FCC has exercised super
vision over the content of programs in 
the United States. What the FCC would 
do with respect to international televi
sion I am not sure. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Are there specific 
powers to be granted by the bill, so that 
the FCC could exercise any control? 

Mr. GORE. I do not recall that there 
is anything specific in the bill on that 
point. I would think that there would 
be some implied powers, through the li
censing power, in that regard. I would 
prefer to yield to the senior Senator from 
Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON}, the chair
man of the Commerce Committee, if he 
desires to answer that question, if I may 
have unanimous consent to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HART 
in the chair). Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from Tennessee? 
The Chair hears none, and it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from 
Tennessee is correct. The authority the 
FCC does exercise it exercises by virtue 
of conditions placed upon a licensee 
when the license is granted. The licensee 
can be called in. The type of program 
can be examined. A license can be de
nied or suspended. 

Of course, there are certain obvious 
restrictions in regard to television pro
grams, as to obscenity and things of 
that character. 

That is the only authority the FCC 
exercises. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That would be done 
under the authorization granted by ex
isting law, the original portion of which 
was passed in the 1930's. 

Mr. GORE. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. This is to be a new 

act. Would the authority given by the 
1934 act carry over in the present sit
uation? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It would apply, be
cause Telstar is merely a conduit. It 
does not originate programs. All the 
programs which come from the United 
States would have to originate like pro
grams do now. 

I suspect that those originating some
place else would be under the same FCC 
authority to say to the licensee that 
some program should not be shown. If 
something were wrong, the FCC could 
exercise authority. 

Mr. GORE. I thank the distinguished 
senior Senator from Washington for that 
information. I thought I was correct, 
but I pref erred to yield to him. 

Mr. President, in addition to consti
tutional and political considerations in
volved in the conduct of foreign policy, 
technical and economic considerations 
dictate rejection of the proposed bill. 

I do not intend to belabor the fact 
that under the bill the fruits of the ex
penditure of large sums of the taxpayers' 
money would be turned over to a private 
corporation without competition. The 
fact remains, however, that substantial 
sums of public funds already have been 
spent in research and development that 
has brought the concept of a satellite 
communications system to its present 
status. Under the bill, the benefits of 
these expenditures would be assigned to 

a privately owned monopoly for the ulti
mate financial benefit of its stockhold
ers. There is simply no justification for 
such · action. 

Mr. President, again this morning I 
heard a television news commentator re
f er to the corporation proposed to be 
established by the bill as half private 
and half public. One could say the same 
thing about General Motors, a consider
able portion of the stock of which is 
owned by other corporations. The other 
portion would be owned entirely by pri
vate citizens. By what stretch of the 
imagination can the proposed corpora
tion be described repeatedly in news 
media as half private and half public? 
It would be 100 percent private. The 
proposed corporation would be chartered 
under the laws of the District of Colum
bia for profit. There is nothing public 
about the proposed corporation. 

I cannot understand why the televi
sion networks continue to misinform the 
people in that regard. Surely by now 
thJy will have had an opportunity to 
ascertain the facts. There may have 
been some broadcasts that I have not 
heard, but until now I have not heard 
a single newscast by television or radio 
which made one iota of reference to the 
important foreign policy implications of 
satellite communications involved in the 
pending bill. Are the wire services car
rying such information and such news? 
I take it they are. Perhaps there have 
been such news broadcasts by radio and 
television. I have not heard all such 
broadcasts. 

But those I have heard have made no 
reference to foreign policy implications. 

Of even greater significance, from the 
standpoint of the national interest, is 
the course of future developments. Pro
ponents of the bill argue that, in some 
way, by turning this program over to a 
private monopoly, we will facilitate the 
development of the necessary technol
ogy for installation of a global satel
lite communications system. This idea 
is supported only by the shopworn 
cliche that "anything Government can 
do, private enterprise can do better, 
more quickly, and more economically." 
Anyone who suggests that this may not 
necessarily be true under any and all 
circumstances is likely to be labeled anti
business, at best, or perhaps socialistic. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. Does not the Sena

tor think it is as misleading to continue 
to ref er to the organization as a private 
monopoly when, in fact, for the first time 
in the history of any organization the 
board of directors would consist of 15 
directors, 3 of whom would be appointed 
by the President of the United States? 
The nomination of these three members 
would be confirmed by the Senate. It is 
somewhat of a misnomer when newspa
pers and broadcasting commentators 
refer to the proposal as half private and 
half public. It would be a private cor
poration, half of the stock being avail
able to the public and half of it being 
available to the communication car
riers. It is misleading to state that the 
proposed corporation would be half 
private and half public and the bill does 
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not so define it. It would be a .private 
corporation with regulatory aspects built 
into it, and was so intended under the 
bill. 

Mr. GORE. One hundred percent 
private. 

Mr. PASTORE. By the same token, 
it is just as misleading to stand on the 
floor of the Senate and continue to 
characterize the proposed corporation 
as a private monopoly, when such is not 
the case at all, for the simple reason 
that . the -President of the United States 
would take part by appointing directors 
who would direct the conduct of the or
ganization. They would be chosen by the 
President, and their nominations would 
be considered and confirmed- by the 
Senate. At the same t ime the corpora 
tion would look t o the State Depart
ment at any time the corporation migh t 
have to negotiate with a foreign govern
m ent. Moreover, it would be subject to 
the control and supervision of the Fed
eral Communications Commission and 
other r equirement s set forth in the bill 

When the Senator continues to say 
that the corpor ation would be a pr ivate 
monopoly, I think that we, observing the 
other side of the coin, can be just as 
caustic and as critical as is the Senator 
from Tennessee--and rightfully so
when he criticizes the commentators who 
have called the corporation half public 
and half private. I think it is the same 
kind of sin. 

Mr. GORE. The distin guished senior 
Senator from Rhode Island and I had 
considerable discussion last evening on 
the question · of whether the proposed. 
corporation would be a private monopoly. 
The Senator from Rhode Island finally 
conceded that it was, after I had quoted 
to him the testimony of Attorney Gen.:. 
eral Robert Kennedy, who called it a 
proposed national monopoly. 

Mr. PASTORE. No; he did not say 
that. He said, "In a sense.'' He said, 
"In a sense, you may call this a monopo
listic setup." No one denies that. But 
the Senator stands in the Senate and 
says categorically that the proposed 
corporation would be a private monopoly. 

Mr. GORE. It is. 
Mr. PASTORE. I think that is going 

a little too far. 
Mr. GORE. I make that statement 

categorically. 
Mr. PASTORE. I say categorically 

that the. Senator · from Tennessee is 
mistaken. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. · President, we dis
cussed this subject last evening. The 
Senator retreated from one position to 
another, and finally he conceded that 
the proposed corporation would be a pri
vate monopoly. 

There is no provision in the bill that 
the corporation would have a responsi
bility to the Government of the United 
States. Three appointees of the Presi
dent would become members of the board 
of directors of the proposed private cor
poration, which would be created for 
profit and chartered under the laws of 
the District of Columbia, as are hun
dreds of other private corporations. The 
fact that the President would choose a 
minority of three of the members of the 
board of directors, who would then be 
free to follow their own course of action 

and judgment without any legal respon
sibility to the Government, does not in 
any respect change the character of the 
proposed corporation as a private mo
nopoly. There can be no question about 
that. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is a question of 
pr ivate opinion. 

Mr. GORE. It is not a matter of opin
ion; it is a matter of fact. 

Mr. PASTORE. I respect the Sen
ator's interpretation of the statement. 

Mr. GORE. There is a difference of 
opinion and fact. 

Mr. PASTORE. What the Senator 
_ f ram Rhode Island really does not like 
is for the Senator from Tennessee

Mr. GORE. I know that the Senator 
does not like it. But it would be a pri
vate mon opoly. 

Mr. PASTORE. Wait a minute. , 
Mr. GORE. I will wait. 
Mr. PASTORE. Does the Senator 

wish me to complete my thought or not? 
Mr. GORE. I yield t o the Senator 

f rom Rhode Island. · 
Mr . PASTORE. The Senator main

tains t hat the Senator from Rhode 
Island has retreated from his position. 
Retreated from what position? 

Those are nice words t o be used on 
the floor of the Senate. If it makes the 
Senator happy to use them, I suggest 
that he go ahead and use them. But I 
am not retreating from any position, 
I stand the same ground now as I did 
the day I heard the testimony of . At
torney General Robert Kennedy. All I 
say to the Senator is that yesterday, 
when the Senator from Tennessee read 
what the Attorney General said, he read, 
"In a serise this is a private monopoly." 
Now the Senator from Tennesse leaves 
out the words "in a sense" and main
tains that the proposed corporation 
would be a private monopoly. The Sen
ator is actually deleting words from the 
statement of the Attorney General. 

Last night the Senator from Rhode 
Island agreed that the Attorney Gen
eral made that statement, but he added 
the words "in a sense.'' Today, the next 
morning, the Senator from Tennessee 
rises in the Senate and says, "The Sen
ator from Rhode Island retreated." If 
that makes the Senator happy, I am 
very glad. 

Mr. GORE. I do not like to see the 
Senator from Rhode Island in retreat. 
It does not make me happy at all. I 
wish he would turn and go in the direc
tion which I think is correct. 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator would 
be surprised. The army which fallows 
me on the bill is much more numerous 
than the army that will follow the Sena
tor from Tennessee on the bill. 

Mr. GORE. That may be temporarily 
so in the Senate, although I would not 
exactly describe the following as an 
army. I suggest that the Senator wait 
until the Senator from Rhode Island 
hears from the people of the United 
States when they understand the issue. 
I shall take the issue to the people of 
my State and, I dare say, the majority 
opinion will be far different. 

Mr. PASTORE. Now the Senator from 
Tennessee has a first mortgage on the 
people. The Senator from Rhode Is
land will take his chances on the people. 

Mr. GORE.. I. think tne people of 
Tennessee have a first mortgage on me. 

Mr. PASTORE. The idea presented is 
that you begin now to own the people. 
It is suggested, -~'Wait untU we get to the 
people.'' Will . this matter be placed be
fore the people of the country in a refer
endum? 

Mr. GORE. Let me read the language 
of the Attorney General. Perhaps then 
we can go on to something else. The 
Senator finally conceded last night that 
this is a private monopoly. 

Mr. PASTORE. There we go again. 
There we go again. [Laughter.] Here 
we go again with self-serving statements. 

Mr. GORE. I do not believe they are 
self-serving. , 

Mr. PASTORE. Where did I concede 
what? 

Mr. GORE. This is serving the public 
in terest. 

Mr. PASTORE. Now the Senator 
owns that, t oo. . 

Mr. GORE. I am trying to serve the 
public interest. · 

Mr. PASTORE. So am I. 
Mr. GORE. Will the Senator allow 

me to read the words of the Attorney 
General? 

Mr . PASTORE. The Senator has the 
floor. 

Mr . GORE. This is found at page 
564 of the hearings before the Com".' 
merce Committee of. the House . . This is 
what Attorney General Rober t Kennedy 
said: 

First, for t h e foreseeable fut ure, t here can 
be only one American participant just as , 
in all probability, there will be only one 
commercial communications system using 
satellites. In that sense, at least, this legis._ 
lation proposes a national monopoly. 

Mr. PASTORE. "In that sense, at 
least.'' 

Mr. GORE. Does the Senator object 
to it? 

Mr. PASTORE. No; I ~nd nothing 
wrong with it. 

Mr. GORE. I do not find anything 
wrong with the language, either. 

Mr. PASTORE. Neither do I. What 
did I retreat from? 

Mr. GORE. The Senator said this 
was not a private monopoly. He has 
either retreated from that position or 
he stands in contravention of the terms 
of , the bill and the terms of the report 
and the language of the Attorney Gen
eral of the United States. 

Mr. PASTORE. Let me ask the Sen
ator a question. Does he know whether 
or not the Attorney General of the 
United States is supporting the proposed 
legislation? 

Mr. GORE. I take it that he is. 
Mr. PASTORE. All right. Does he 

know whether or not the Secretary of 
State is supporting the proposed legis
lation? 

Mr. GORE. I have not talked with 
either Secretary 'Rusk or Attorney Gen
eral Kennedy. 

Mr. PASTORE. Does the Senator find 
any correspondence from the Secretary 
of State which would indicate to him 
that he might not be supporting the pro
posed legislation? 

Mr. GORE. I do not believe there is 
anything in the record from the Secre
tary of State, so far as I know. The 
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Under Secretary of State for Political 
Affairs testified at length--

Mr. PASTORE. That he is in favor 
of it. 

Mr. GORE. That he was against the 
provisions of the proposed bill. He 
finally--

Mr. PASTORE. I suppose he re-
treated, too, finally. 

Mr. GORE. Yes, he did. 
Mr. PASTORE. He finally retreated. 
Mr. GORE. Yes. 
Mr. PASTORE. Everybody retreats 

except the Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. GORE. Well, now and then it 

takes someone who does not retreat. It 
takes someone who will serve the public 
interest, particularly when vast in
fluences and forces are pushing for the 
enactment of the bill. It is time some 
people did not retreat. It is time that 
some people stood firmly for the na
tional interest. Under the bill, even 
though the Government of the United 
States reaches a decision with respect 
to satellite communications in a foreign 
country it is placed in the ignominious 
position of having to proceed with
what is the word? 

Mr. PASTORE. Does the Senator 
need a word? 

Mr. GORE. Of an adversary proceed
ing before the Federal Communications 
Commission. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GORE. Is the Senator satisfied 
that this is a monopoly? 

Mr. PASTORE. In a sense it is, as 
the Attorney General has said. 

Mr. GORE. I yield to the Senator for 
another question. 

Mr. PASTORE. Let me say to the 
Senator that if the Government ran this 
system it would be a Government mo
nopoly. The reason why it must be one 
corporation is that there are so many 
facets to consider. As I explained last 
night-and I hope I am not retreating 
again-the President considered all 
those facts. He considered the fact that, 
after all, we could not have everyone 
shooting satellites into space. There 
would not be that many frequencies 
available. 

Mr. GORE. Let us not play basketball 
again. 

Mr. PASTORE. We are not playing 
basketball. We are explaining what this 
is all about. 

Mr. GORE. Last night the Senator 
referred to it as a little ball. 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator gets 
very dramatic and eloquent and emo
tional when he speaks about the public 
interest. 

Mr. GORE. Of course my friend from 
Rhode Island never evinces any spirit 
or emotion; he is always very restrained 
and calm. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is right, and 
he loves it. Does the Senator know 
whether or not the President supports 
the bill? 

Mr. GORE. I have not talked with 
the President about it. I must say that 
I would be awfully surprised to find that 
he was entirely pleased with it, because 
the bill bears little resemblance to the 
bill he requested. 

Mr. PASTORE. Some day when the 
majority leader goes to the White House, 
as he does once a week, the Senator from 
Tennessee might ask the majority leader 
whether or not the President wants this 
bill. In that way the Senator could get 
the answer once and for all whether or 
not this is the President's bill. 

Mr. GORE. But the Senator-
Mr. PASTORE. Let ·me tell the Sen

ator that I assure him right now, with
out his even speaking to the majority 
leader, that this is the President's bill. 
The President at 1600 Pennsylvania Ave
nue is Just as much interested in the 
people as is the Senator from Tennessee. 
He is just as much devoted to the public 
interest as is the Senator from Tennes
see. He is Just as much interested in 
not retreating as is the Senator from 
Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. This is about the 93d 
time that the Senator from Rhode Is
land has informed us that this is the 
President's bill. 

Mr. PASTORE. Not the 93d time, but 
the 193d time. 

Mr. GORE. When the Senator from 
Rhode Island gets pushed into a corner 
with an argument he cannot answer, or 
put in a position that he cannot Justify, 
he says this is the President's bill. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is right. 
Mr. GORE. The bill bears little re

semblance to the bill the President re
quested. Even though it contained the 
verbatim text of what the President had 
requested, that does not excuse me from 
exercising the responsibility I have as a 
Member of the Senate. I say that this 
is not a good piece of legislation, in my 
humble opinion. 

I would be surprised if the President 
were entirely pleased with it, because he 
sent a bill reserving to the Department 
of State authority to negotiate interna
tional agreements. The committee struck 
that out and substituted, instead, au
thorization for a private corporation to 
negotiate these rights, which we hope to 
attain and without which there can be 
no international satellite communication 
system. I would be very much sur
prised if the President were entirely 
pleased with that provision. I know that 
one never gets legislation entirely to 
one's liking. I have not achieved that 
in the Senate. It may be that the Pres
ident supports the bill, and it may be 
that he believes it is satisfactory. I have 
not talked with him. However, even if 
he said it was perfect--

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator would 
still be against it. 

Mr. GORE. I would still be against it. 
Mr. PASTORE. That is all I wanted 

to hear the Senator say. 
Mr. GORE. I am glad. If I had 

known it, I would have satisfied the Sen
ator earlier. · 

Mr. PASTORE. I am satisfied now. 
That is enough. 

Mr. GORE. Of course it does not 
mean to me that Just because the Presi
dent :finds the bill satisfactory, I must 
find it satisfactory. I believe that is a 
position from which my friend from 
Rhode Island would not mind retreating 
a bit. 

Mr. PASTORE. Oh, no; I am not say
ing that the Senator from Tennessee 

should be in favor of the bill because the 
President is in favor of it. However, he 
has been making some implications on 
the floor that the enactment of the bill 
would def eat the public interest. He 
says the bill is not in the interest of the 
people. He says, "Wait until the people 
rise up and tell the President of the 
United States that he is wrong, because 
he does not believe in the people." That 
is what the Senator's argument amounts 
to. I do not want the Senator to be in 
favor of the bill because the President 
is in favor of it. The Senator says, in 
effect, that if anyone is against the bill, 
then he is against the President. I do 
not believe the people of this country are 
against President Kennedy on the bill. 
When the Senator comes back after 
election, he will find that the situation 
is no different from what it is now. 

Mr. GORE. I notice that my distin
guished friend has departed from his 
universal custom of being quiet and 
calm. I notice that my friend also be
comes a little spirited. I love him for 
it. It adds to his charm and his effec
tiveness and attractiveness as the per
sonal friend that he is. 

Mr. PASTORE. I am waiting for the 
next one. I am waiting for the bullet. 

Mr. GORE. Well, the gun is cocked. 
I assert with conviction that the bill is 
contrary to the public interest. The 
Senator from Rhode Island has every 
right to entertain a different point of 
view. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is right. It 
logically follows that if the bill is against 
the public interest and the President is 
in favor of the bill, then the President 
is against the public interest. Is that 
right? 

Mr. GORE. To me, it follows that the 
enactment of the bill would be contrary 
to the public interest. In my opinion, to 
the extent that anyone takes an action 
to bring it into law, that person will take 
an action contrary to the public interest. 
That is axiomatic. That does not mean 
that my point of view necessarily is cor
rect against all comers. Other persons 
can have different points of view. The 
Senator from Rhode Island thinks the 
bill is in the public interest. I concede 
to him his right to his view. I have 
tried to point to a number of reasons 
why I believe his judgment is in error. 
I think that if he will read the RECORD 
of last evening's debate, he will find that 
there is some evidence that the point of 
view suggested has some merit. 

But let us examine the present state 
of the art of satellite communications. 
We know with reasonable certainty, I 
believe, that a satellite communications 
system is technically feasible. Un
doubtedly, the commercial application of 
such a facility will be of great impor
tance and value. But that does not 
mean that the time has come for the 
Government of the United States to re
linquish its leadership and its role of 
providing the impetus and the financial 
support for the tremendous task that re
mains to be accomplished before such a 
system can become an operating reality. 
We are still very much in the develop
mental stage. There is still ample time 
left to determine the proper organiza
tional vehicle to operate such a system 
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after its feasibility has been demon
strated. If we are to be forced to make 
such a decision now, before the Govern
ment studies of foreign policy implica
tions are completed, before the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations has had an 
opportunity to consider the bill and the 
foreign policy implications of its provi
sions, considerations of foreign policy 
and the overall national interest require 
that the control of this effort remain in 
the hands of the Government of the 
United States. 

Agencies of the Federal Government 
with support and cooperation from pri
vate concerns ' are proceeding with a de
velopment program at a pace fully as 
rapid as is consistent with the state of 
technology. Congress is now giving con
sideration to the substantial sums that 
have been requested for expenditures in 
the coming fiscal year. This is one area 
1n the field of space exploration in which 
all of the evidence indicates that the 
United States definitely occupies a posi
tion of world leadership. It is difficult 
to understand why we should jeopardize 
this program and this leadership at this 
critical time. 

Many more millions of dollars will be 
required before the development work 
will have been completed. Who is to 
provide the money? I question whether 
proponents of the bill seriously contend 
that private investors at this stage of the 
game will readily provide ample risk 
equity funds. According to testimony 
before committees of the Senate, it does 
not appear that a line has yet been 
formed by those who are eager to buy the 
stock of the proposed corporation. As 
I said yesterday, it may be many years 
before a profit can be realized through 
television communication with Africa 
or Latin America, unless the Govern
ment pays heavy charges for the trans
mission of its own messages. 

There is a. remarkable similarity, Mr. 
President, between the arguments, made 
in behalf of the pending bill and those 
which were advanced in the Senate in 
1954 when a revision of the Atomic 
Energy Act was under consideration. 
Atomic energy, like space satellites, was 
developed with Government funds. Just 
as is the case with space exploration, 
considerations of defense and national 
security sparked the atomic energy re
search effort. Just as it is true now that 
commercial applications of communica
tion satellites are in prospect, so was 
it true in 1954 that commercial applica
tions of atomic energy in the form of 
electrical energy was most promising. 
In 1954, however, there was no im
mediate prospect of profit in the con
struction of atomic powerplants. The 
same is true today of a satellite com
munications system. 

In 1954 the argument was vigorously 
advanced that the way to make eco
nomic atomic power quickly available 
was for the Government to get out of 
the program and turn it over to private 
enterprise. Private enterprise was 
labeled as ready, able, and enthusiastic 
about picking up the atomic power ball 
and running with it. It was even pro
posed that Government subsidy be 
strictly prohibited by law so as to in-

sure that future developments of atomic 
power would not be tainted by Govern
ment participation. 

There were some of us who felt at the 
time that atomic power had not then 
reached the stage of development in 
which the prospects for private profit 
were sufficient to attract the large sums 
necessary to defray the necessary re
search and experimentation costs. We 
suggested that the boards of · directors 
of corporations would not be prudently 
discharging their responsibilities to their 
stockholders if they committed large 
sums of money without reasonable hope 
and expectation that these sums would 
be recovered with a profit. This was 
not and is not an indictment of business 
or the private enterprise system. 
Rather, it was in the interest of a com
petitive free enterprise system that 
some of us urged that, for an undertak
ing so vast and of such importance to 
the United States and to the free world, 
only the Government could provide suf
ficient funds and marshal sufficient re
sources to insure that the U.S. leader
ship in atomic power was maintained. 
We urged that the Government itself 
construct large-scale demonstration 
power reactors with the technology thus 
developed to be made freely available 
to private industry. But we did not 
advocate that it be made available to 
only one private monopoly. We urged 
that the benefit of Government research 
and development be made available 
freely to free enterprise, not to private 
monopoly. 

Mr. President, the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954 was debated at length. The 
original bill was substantially improved 
prior to passage. Patent rights were 
reserved to the Government; other basic 
revisions of the bill were made; basic 
changes were made by amendments 
adopted on the floor of the Senate. It 
was my good fortune to be at least one 
of the participants in that battle, which 
lasted for 13 days and nights. Then, as 
now, I say to the distinguished and able 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], 
who stood with me in that fight, we 
were dealing with a basic problem in
volving a new achievement and new 
technology, no less important by any 
means than the one with which we are 
dealing today in this debate. 

As I said. the atomic energy bill was 
substantially improved prior to passage. 
As enacted, however, primary reliance 
was placed upon private concerns for 
development of atomic power. 

Notwithstanding the passage of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, however, 
private industry seemed not to realize 
that it had been unleashed. Private 
companies did not rush in with the speed 
that had been predicted. The conten
tion that Government funds would not 
be needed for a development program 
proved to be a complete myth. Various 
forms of Government subsidies ·were 
off ere~ in an eff::>rt to induce private con
cerns to propose construction of reac
tors. We have had the first round pro
posals and the second round proposals 
and the third round proposals. The 
present administration is now proposing 
yet a further extension of Government 

subsidy in the hope that this will get 
our atomic power program off dead 
center. 

Despite these offers of Government 
subsidies, the atomic power program 
lagged and still lags seriously. Time
tables for the achievement o! econom
ically competitive atomic power are con
sistently pushed back and pushed back 
again. Each year it becomes more ap
parent that a greater Government effort 
will be required to bring this program to 
timely fruition. Yet, under the present 
program, the Government sits back and 
waits for someone to come forward to be 
helped with Government funds. 

As I said, the '!oncept of the pending 
bill and the arguments made in support 
of it are very similar to those made with 
respect to atomic power 8 years ago. 
There is perhaps one major difference, 
at least in theory. In 1954 it was argued 
that the forces of competition inherent 
in the free-enterprise system would work 
wonders in speeding the development of 
atomic power. But that argument can
not be made today in support of the 
pending bill, because it is now proposed 
to turn the satellite communications 
program over to an exclusive Govern
ment-created private corporation mo
nopoly. 

Whatever may be said about provi
sions in the pending bill for diffusion 
of control ·of the proposed corporation, 
there is no question but that it will be 
dominated by existing communications 
carriers, and this means it will be dom
inated by A.T. & T. There are two sepa
rate aspects of monopoly which will be 
created by placing our satellite com
munications program under this type of 
control. 

First, and most obvious, there will be 
I).O competition in the operation of the 
satellite communications system itself. 
There wilI be only one, operated by the 
corporation created by this bill, at least 
insofar as commercial use is concerned. 
This is perhaps advisable since we rec
ognize, in our domestic communications 
setup, monopolies within geographic 
areas. 

More important, however, is the fact 
that there will be no competition be
tween the proposed satellite system and 
conventional systems, because the same 
private, corporate interests will dom
inate both. Rapid and successful de
velopment of a satellite system might 
jeopardize existing investments of the 
same corporate interests in conventional 
facilities. The junior Senator from 
Louisiana developed this point at length 
and with great clarity earlier in the 
debate. I commend his detailed state
ment of June 19 to all who are interested 
in the prompt development of a satellite 
system and in the preservation of the 
benefits of competition for our Ameri
can free-enterprise system. 

It .is significant that some witnesses 
representing communication carriers 
have undertaken to play down the revo
lutionary technical aspects of a satellite 
system. It is suggested by them that 
such a system will be only an extension 
of the present systems and methods of 
international communication. This is 
the same argument that is made by those 
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who insist that no unique foreign policy 
aspects are associated with development 
of satellite communications, and that 
thus it is perfectly all right for inter
national negotiations to be conducted 
just as though we were talking about 
tieing on to an undersea telephone cable. 

The junior Senator from Tennessee 
is convinced, however, that a satellite 
communications system is more than 
just a cable in the sky or a ball in the 
sky, And, in my view, we surely do 
not promote development of a satellite 
system which will bring a revolutionary 
advance in the field of global communi
cations by turning it over to those who 
dominate conventional methods of 
communication. Moreover, under the 
proposal of the pending bill, at such time 
as a satellite system should, in fact, be 
installed, the public would receive far 
less benefit from the advance if domi
nant ownership and control of the new 
system and the old remain in the same 
interests. 

I predict, Mr. President, that if the 
pending bill should become law, the 
atomic energy story will be repeated, with 
even more adverse consequences. It will 
be found that the prospect for immediate 
profit will not be sufficiently realistic to 
attract the vast sums of money that 
would be required. Then we will be 
faced with equally unattractive alterna
tives. Either the program will lag, or, 
more likely, after disastrous delay in 
achieving a truly global system of satel
lite communications, the decision will be 
reached that the Government must, after 
all, continue to supply the money by 
outright subsidy payments to a private 
monopoly. We might as well start now 
to draft the research and development 
contracts between the Government and 
the satellite corporation under which the 
Government will finance the develop
ment and installation of a satellite com
munications system, or else recognize the 
fact that either we shall not have it or 
the telephone users of the United States 
will have to pay for it. I strongly sug
gest that this be done, if, in fact, it has 
not already been done, in order that we 
be prepared to save time, should the 
pending bill, unfortunately, become law. 
It is obvious that Government funds in 
large sums will continue to be required. 
But, under the pending bill, the stock
holders of this proposed monopoly cor
poration, rather than the general public, 
will reap the financial returns. 

It is simply unrealistic, Mr. President, 
to suggest that the Government can 
safely turn over control of this program 
to a private monopoly at this time. In 
any event, the Government must con
tinue to supply the facilities to do the 
launching and to perform many other 
tasks which only the Government can 
perform in the years immediately ahead. 
I do not think it necessary to argue this 
point, because it is simply an assertion 
of reality. I mention it only lest some 
have been misled to believe that the time 
has been reached when a private con
cern, without Government assistance 
and participation, can launch a satellite 
into space. It would not matter how 
many satellites were in space. Unless 

international agreements were reached 
for the allocation of frequencies and the 
installation of ground stations, we would 
only have a satellite, not a satellite com
munications system. 

Mr. President, the national interest 
requires that we get on with the job of 
installing a global satellite communica
tions system and that we attach to this 
task a sense of national urgency. The 
national interest must remain para
mount. The national interest is not 
always-in fact, it is seldom-identical 
with the interest of A.T. & T. 

Mr. President, this is not to condemn 
the A.T. & T.; this is not to condemn the 
private corporation which would be au
thorized by the bill. It is merely to say 
that a private corporation organized 
solely for profit may not have interests 
as broad in scope and as great in aspi
ration as the interests of all the Ameri-

. can people and the people of the world 
in the development of a truly global, 
viable system of satellite communica• 
tions. 

If we are to win this race to open up 
to the world a new means of transmitting 
words, ideas, and images, a national ef
fort is required. There is an important 
role to be played by our giant corpora-· 
tions and the wealth of scientific and 
technical talent they possess. I would 
welcome their contributions and their 
participation. But their proper role is 
in support of, and subject to the con
trol and the leadership of the Govern
ment in this international field, in this 
new vista of space, rather than the other 
way around. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. I ask the dis

tinguished Senator whether, as a result 
of his service on the Foreign Relations 
Committee, the study he has given to our 
worldwide problems, and the study he 
has given to the maintenance of de
mocracy in this world, he is convinced 
that one of the greatest threats to de
mocracy in Latin America, one of the 
greatest threats to democracy, indeed, 
in the whole democratic world, is the 
growth of monopoly and the control of 
wealth, capital, and the means of pro
duction in the hands of only a few peo
ple in each of the Latin American coun
tries. Does that problem also not apply 
to nation after nation around the world; 
and when it arises, I ask the Senator if 
it is not the greatest challenge the people 
face in those countries of losing freedom 
and that we face of losing an ally in our 
battle against the threat of communism? 

Mr. GORE. The very heart and moti
vation of the Alliance for Progress pro
gram, by which we seek to bring aid for 
the betterment of conditions of the peo
ple, our neighbors in Latin America, is 
described by the Senator from Texas. 
The very heart of the motivation for that 
program is to lessen the gulf between the 
few who have nearly everything and the 
many who have very little of anything. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Will the Sen
ator yield for another question? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. The distin

guished Senator from Tennessee has just 

made one of the most able and illumi
nating arguments on this floor that I 
have heard in my service in the U.S. 
Senate. 

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. I ask the Sen

ator from Tennessee if, as a result of his 
service on the Foreign Relations Com
mittee, he thinks that America would be 
helped in the world by the new image of 
creating the greatest private monopoly 
ever created by our Government, by a 
congressional act, if this private mo
nopoly bill should pass, and if he thinks 
our image and work and problems in the 
world would be helped by creating the 
first private monopoly ever created by 
an act of Congress, which the· bill pend
ing would create. 

Mr. GORE. Before the distinguished 
Senator from Texas entered the Cham
ber, I expressed the opinion that if we 
should enact this bill, the U.S. participa
tion in international satellite communi
cations would be branded by many peo
ple in the world as an act of dollar 
imperialism. Such an act might be a 
great hindrance. I am convinced that it 
would hinder rather than help in the 
development of a satellite communica
tions system. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I again com
mend the distinguished Senator from 
Tennessee. His speech had previously 
been reduced to writing. I hope it may 
be read by every adult American. I feel 
confident that if the speech could be read 
by every adult American there would be 
no doubt of the verdict of the American 
people in the debate we are now having 
on the desirability of creating the first 
publicly created private monopoly in 
American history. 

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator very 
much. · 
· Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr: GORE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. BURDICK. In the Washington 

Post of yesterday, in an editorial, we find 
this language: 

A special reason for prompt enactment of 
a blll authorizing a system of satellltes for 
communication purposes is the necessity of 
preparing for the extraordinary radio con
ference to be held by the Iriternatlonal Tele
communications Union in the fall of 1963. 
Representatives of this 113-member organi
zation, which is responsible for maintaining 
technical cooperation in the use of radio, 
wm attempt to set aside frequencies for 
satelllte systems. It would obviously be a 
substantial advantage to the United States 
to have a system of communication satellltes 
in operation at that time. 

Would the Senator care to make a 
comment on that portion of the edi
torial? 

Mr. GORE. I read the editorial, and 
I must say I was surprised to find that 
an editorial should appear in a large 
metropolitan daily newspaper reflecting 
such lack of information as the sen
tences which the Senator has just read. 
There is no opportunity to establish and 
have in operation a satellite communi
cations system until the conditions 
necessary have been negotiated, and this 
will involve multilateral, multination 
agreements. 
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One of the first major·· steps toward 
the achievement of those agreements will 
be the international conference to 
which the editorial refers. But the edi
torial assumes, it seems to me, that if 
we pass the bill, we would then have a 
satellite communications system in 
operation. This does not comport with 
the facts. A viable operating system 
can come into operation only after a 
series of complicated, delicate, and. 
intricate international negotiations are 
entered into and successfully concluded, 
involving not only the allocation of 
frequencies and wavelengths, but also 
agreements as to ground stations, relay 
stations, and technical installations, 
many of which I am unable to describe, 
but about which I have read. 

Mr. BURDICK. In other words, in 
the Senator's opinion,. the passage of the 
bill is not a prerequisite to any inter
nationa.l conference of this: type? 
· Mr. GORE. Not only clo I say that 

passage of the bill is not a prerequisite 
t.o a successful conference; I am con
vinced that the passage of the bill, which 
would vest in a private monopoly what
ever rights America might ultimately 
nave in a global satellite communica
tions system, and would vest in it the 
right to negotiate, on behalf of the 
United States of .America, for the 
achievement of these rights or the failure 
to achieve these rigbt.s, would hamper, 
instead of help, the chances of success 
at any intema.tional conference. 

Mr. BURDICK. Does the Senator 
know who may be negotiating on behalf 
of other governments? 

Mr. GORE. I think the governments 
of those countries. My guess ts that 
they will not be satisfied to negotiate 
with a private cor:porate mono:poly. 

Mr. BURDICK. I thank the Sena.tor. 
I Join in the remarks made by the ·Sen
ator from Texas. I find the remarks of 
the Senator from Tennessee t.o be very 
illuminating. 

Mr. GORE. I thank my distinguished 
friend from North Dakota •. 

REVENUE ACT OP 1962-
AMENDMENT 

_Mr.KUCHEL. Mr. President, I won
der 1f the Senator will yield so that I 
may make a unanimous-consent re
quest that, out of order. I may submit 
an amendment, with the usual guaran
tee that the Senator shall not lose his 
right t.o the floor? 

Mr. GORE. The majority leader is 
not present. I have completed my 
speech. I will suggest the absence of 
a quorum. which will bring the majority 
leader to the floor. 

Mr. KUCHEL. All I want to do 1$. sub
mit, out of order. an amendment to be 
printed. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield the 
:floor. 

I suggest that the Senator submit his 
amendment before I make a point of no 
quornm. · 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, · i ask 
unanimous consent, out of order, to sub
mit for printing an amendment to H.R. 
10650. 

Mr. President, after the Second World 
War an embarrassed Nation sought, at 

least partially, to right the grievous 
wrong done to tens of thousand of our 
fellow citizens of Japanese extraction. 
With valor and bravery, 23,000 Japa
nese-Americans fought, and many died, 
in the Pacific and in Europe, for our 
country and for freedom. But their 
f ammes had -been suddenly uprooted 
from their homes, their farms, and their 
business interests and summarily moved 
to the equivalent of concentration camps. 
The record shows that, overwhelmingly, 
the 110,000 evacuees were loyal Ameri-
cans. . 

The least this country could do, in 
simple justice, was to afford some partial, 
token compensation for the property 
losses these people had sustained. On 
evacuation, they were compelled to sell 
their belongings, abandon their prop
erty, and leave. Vandalism, theft, and 
cheating completed their economic loss. 

To its credit, at the end of the war, 
Congress created an Evacuation Claims 
Commission to provide procedures by 
which partial restitution might be made. 

And now, insult is to be added to in
jury. The Internal Revenue Service an
nounces it will impose an income tax 
upon some of the payments our Govern
ment made to them. 

I deny that Congress ever intended 
such a. travesty. The awards represent 
but a fraction of the loss. Morally, the 
problem is the other way around. These 
people ought to be permitted to take a 
loss on their tax returns. Actually. 
however. the act o! Congress simply 
sought to do simple justice, and to close 
the book on a not very pretty chapter in 
our history. 

I am introducing appropriate legis
lation to state speclff cally thai these 
a.wards are not to be subject to taxation. 
Meanwhile. I shall urge the Commis
sioner of Internal Revenue to make such 
a. finding administratively. for that Is. 
and was. the intent of the Congress. 

Mr. President, I. ask unanimous con
sent to ba.ve the amendment I intend to 
offer, on behalf of myself and the Sen
ator from Uta.h [Mr. BENNET'IJ, the Sen
a.tors from Washington [Mr. ·MAGNlJSOJI 
and Mr. JACKSON], the Sena.tors from 
Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER and Mr. 
Moas:E}, printed in full in the RECORD, 
along with certain newspaper articles 
from the San Francisco News-call Bul
letin for Monday, July 23, 1962. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be ~ived, printed, 
and referred to the Committee on Fi
nance; andr without objection, the 
amendment and articles will be printed 
in the REcoRD. 

There being no objection. the amend
ment and articles were ordered to be 
printed in the lacoRD, as follows: 

At the proper place in the bill insert the 
following new sectton: 
"SEC. • ExCLVS101' F'&OK GROSS !NCOMS OF 

CERTAIN AWABDS· MADI! PtTasUANT 
'1"0. BvAC17ATI01f CLAl:Ms o:r .Almal
JCAN-JAPANE&s INDJVIDVALS. 

. "(a) ExCLVSION Pltolt Olloss INCOJU:.--
Part III of subebapter B of chapter 1 oi the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954- (relating to 
items specifically excluded from gross in
come) ls amended by 1enumberlng section 
121 as 122, and by inserting after sectfon 
120 the following new section: 

~ 'SEC. 121. 'CERTAIN 'AWARDS MADE Ptmsu
ANT ' TO EVALUATION CLAIMS 
OF AMERICAN-JAPANESE lNDIVJD• 
UALS. 

,,. 'Gross income does not include amounts 
received as an award pursuant to a claim 
filed under the provision of the Act entitled 
"An Act to authorize the Attorney General 
to adjudicate certain claims resulting from 
evacuation o:r certain persons · of Japanese 
ancestry under military orders.", as amended, 
approved July 2, 1948 (62 Stat. 1231) .' 

.. (b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-The table 
of sections for such part is amended by strik
ing out 
" 'Sec. 121. Cross references to other Acts." 
and inserting in lleu thereof 
"•sec. 121. Certain awards made pursuant to 

evacuation claims of Ameri
can-Japanese individuals. 

" 'Sec. 122. Cross references to other Acts.' 
,.(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 

made by subsection (a) shall be effective 
with respect to amounts described ln sec
tion 121 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 (as amended by this section) whether 
received before, on, or after the date of en
actment of this Act." 

UNITED STATES TAXES JAPANESE HEB.!: ON WAR• 
TIME Loss REPuNDS 
(By Donald Canter) 

Uncle Sam has told .Tapanese-Amerfcans 
here they must return part of the a.ward 
money they got as partial compensation 
for ha vfng lost homes and businesses during 
their forced· wartime evacuation from the 
west coast. 

The "refund drive" la being conducted by 
Internal Revenue agent&. · who inform the 
Niesi, that !or tax purposes, they're rega.rded 
in the same light as people who ha.cf to yteld 
for construction o! a freeway and were paid 
off. 

Subsequently. IRS has started to put the 
tax bite on the Japanese cla.lm dollars, de
spite the fa.ct the Government . never paid 
the Nisei more than one-third of their 
claimed. losses. 

After the «,000 Nisei claimants had agreed 
to reduce their orlglnaI claims of $400 mil
lion to one-third of thfs ·total, the Govern
ment e\fentually settled all these cases for a 
grand total of $38 mlliion. 

To date, the ms campa.lgn has concen
trated on the East Bay. but indications· are 
it will soon: spread to San Francisco and other 
pa.rt& of the State and country. 

Since moat claims were settled 1n. 1957 and 
the sta.tute of lfmitatlons ls running out on 
the Government, IRS agents are asktng Nisei 
to sign waivers to the statute. 

Caning the ms action "'incredible,'' offi
cials of the' Japanese-American Citizens 
League here are weigblng an Immediate 
appeal to Congress. 

Said JACL Executive Secretary Masaao W. 
Satow: 

"When congress passed the Japanese 
Evacua.tfon Claims Act. we assumed it was 
Intended as a gesture of goodwill in recog
nition of the gross inju&tlce done to us. 

"'I:hough we knew the money our · people 
would get back was only a minute :fraction 
of their losses, we were willing to accept this 
gesture in the spirit in which it was made. 

"I refuse to believe lt was ever the intent 
of Congress to tax these a.wards.'' 

Many Nisei insist that had they even as 
much as suspected the awards were taxable, 
they would never have settled for such low 
am.ounts. 

The ms looks at it ditrerently, · In a letter 
to the JACL, the ms spelled. out _fts position: 
· .. In the absence of a specific ~Ipulation 
ln the statute th&t the awards are gifts or 
'liontasable. it ls .. concluded that awards 
made under the act are not excludable from 
income for ta.x purposes:• . . 

'The ms conceded that in "a number of 
cases" the award may not have· equalled the 
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actual loss, but stressed that for tax pur
poses a profit was determined by the differ
ence between the . award and the actual pur
chase price, rather than by the fair market 
value at the time of evacuation in 1942. 

This is the crux of the matter. 
Explained Frank Chuman of Los Angeles, 

national president of the Japanese-American 
Cl tizens League: · 

"Many Japanese owned properties long be
fore they were forced to sell out for peanuts 
in 1942, but the IRS apparently ls not in
terested in the real value at the time of 
evacuation." 

He stressed that no Nisei was ever told 
for what specific losses he received compen
sation. 

Chuman said many Japanese have only 
signed waivers to the statute of limitations 
because they were threatened with liens 
against their bank accounts. 

Chuman said the only hope now ls that 
Congress "wlll right this wrong," and tell the 
IRS that the claims act was intended as "a 
sovereign act of grace not subject to taxes." 

An East Bay internal revenue agent ex
plained simply: 

"We're handling these (Japanese) evacua
tion cases the same way we're treating con
demnation of properties for freeways and 
schools. That's involuntary conversion and 
taxable if any profit was realized." 

In San Francisco, an IRS spokesman con
ceded that basically the taxation of the 
Japanef!e claim awards "doesn't seem quite 
fair." 

But he added: "They should have made 
sure that Congress put a tax-exempt clause 
in the original act." 

At the Post Street JACL headquarters, 
Satow said he'd rather not comment when 
asked whether he felt that the Government 
ha,d broken faith with its Nisei citizens. 

His only comment: 
"Let's just call it a dirty trick." 

ASK $100,000, GET $25,000 
In 1929, Goro Kinoshita and his wife Suna 

bought a three-bedroom home on nine acres 
of San Lorenzo land for $22,000. 

When Goro died 10 years later, the home 
was flanked by eight giant greenhouses of 
the thriving Kino nursery. 

But though the hard-working Japanese 
had made himself a fortune, he never legally 
owned anything at all. Born in Japan and 
,.nable to secure citizenship, he could not 
own any property in Calffornia, under the 
terms of the Alien Land Act. 

Instead, Goro "borrowed" the name of a 
citizen, who actually held title to the nurs
ery. 

Suna carried on the business after her hus
band's death, hoping eventually to turn it 
over ·oo her American-born infant son. 

Then came the war and as mother and son 
were evacuated, the Kino nursery had to be 
"temporarily" operated by non-Japanese. 

In relocation camp, recalls Suna, she was 
notified that the people who had loaned 
their name to her husband were getting 
nervous. Faced ,Ith the prospect the mort
gage might be foreclosed, she agreed reluc
tantly to sell the nursery. 

After the war, Suna used the money for 
a downpayment on a Castro Valley home. 
When the Government asked her to deter
mine her actual loss, she put in a claim for 
$100,000. In 1958, Uncle Sam paid her 
$25,000. 

Now a greenhouse worker in what was once 
her own nursery, Suna was one of the first 
JapaneEe told by the IRS that she owed 
taxes on her a ward money. 

Recently, without consulting her attorney, 
she wrote out a · .check for $2,500, of which 
some $400 were for late charges. 

"Of course, it's an injustice,'' said the 
graying, graceful woman, adding, "But what 
can you do ·against the Government?" 

Two MORE TAX A WARD CASES 

Like Mrs. Kinoshita, whose story ls told 
above, the two cases detailed here are those 

· of Japanese-Americans who have been or
dered to pay taxes on awards they received 
from United States for losses they sustained 
<luring Wor!d War II evacuation: 

A SETTLEMENT FOR $1S,500 WITH A 
$5,000 IRS DEMAND 

Taro Fukushima never sold his Richmond 
nursery, which his father founded in the 
early 1900's. 

Before being carted off to the temporary 
relocation center at Tanforan a few months 
after Pearl Harbor, Fukushima made arrange
ments with another firm to operate the busi
ness during his absence. 

"Since most of our inventory was depleted 
in 1945, we filed a damage claim with the 
Government," Fukushima said. The claim 
also included losses on account of poor main
tenance and 3 years loss of business. 

The final settlement amounted to $18,500, 
which according to Fukushima, is "only a 
fraction" of our real losses. 

Several months ago, an IRS agent de
manded an audit of his books and an
nounced Fukushima owed the Government 
some $5,000 in taxes on the award money. 

His accountant told him he could either 
pay the amount under protest or take his 
case to court. 

Instead Fukushima contacted his Con
gressman and somehow the IRS agent never 
showed up again. 

Said Fukushima: "I expect him back any 
day, though, but I'd rather go to jail than 
pay these taxes on this arbitrary basis." 

A CLAIM OF $60,000 RESULTS IN LESS THAN A 
THIRD PAYMENT 

When Tosh Nabeta was allowed to return 
to ·the west coast in 1945, there wasn't much 
left of his prosperous nursery in El Cerrito, 
founded by his grandfather. 

The greenhouses were a shambles, virtually 
every pane of glass broken, most of the in
ventory and the goodwlll gone. 

Later, the State mercifully covered up the 
destruction by running a freeway through 
the property. 

Now, there's a new Nabeta nursery in 
Richmond, partly financed with money the 
Government doled out for wartime damage. 

Nabeta had put in a claim for $60,000 of 
which he was awarded less than a third. 

Now the Internal Revenue Service says 
Nabeta owes them several thousand dollars 
in back taxes plus interest and penalties for 
not having reported this "income" in time. 

Na.beta hasn't paid up, as yet. He stalled 
them by signing a waiver to the statute of 
limitations. 
. But he says that unless Congress tells the 

ms to call off the whole thing, "I guess 
there's nothing else to do t~an pay." 

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS 
SATELLITE SYSTEM 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the motion of Mr. MANSFIELD that the 
Senate proceed to consider the bill (H.R. 
i1040) to provide for the establishment, 
ownership, operation, and regulation of 
a commercial communications satellite 
system, and for other purposes. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the fallowing Senators answered to 
their names: 

Alken 
Allott 
Anderson 

[No. 141 Leg.] 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Boggs 

Bottum 
Burdick 
Bush 

Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Cannon 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
C'havez 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Engle 
Ervin 
Goldwater 
Gore 
Gruening 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 

Hill 
Holland 
Hruska 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Javits 
Johnston 
Jordan 
Keating 
Kefauver 
Kerr 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long, Hawaii 
Long, La. 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
McGee 
McNamara 
Metcalf 
Miller 
Morse 
Morton 
Moss 

Mundt 
Muskie 
Pastore 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith, Mass. 
Smith, Maine 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wiley 
Williams, N.J. 
Williams, Del. 
Yarborough 
Young, N. Da.k. 
Young, Ohio 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A 
quorum is present. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, to 
begin with, let me say that it is not an 
easy task for those of us who are op
posed to the bill to disagree with our 
fellow Democrats and with other Mem
bers of the Senate. It is not pleasant 
to take a position which is not fully 
in line with the position of the admin
istration, of which we are very proud. 
I know that Senators are cognizant of 
the fact that most of us who oppose the 
bill have been very loyal in support of 
the ~resident and his legislative pro
gram. It is of no immediate political 
advantage to any of us who are opposing 
the bill to do so. We are all cognizant 
of the fact many of the large corpora
tions interested in the passage of the 
bill, particularly A.T. & T., have many 
employees in our State, many very fine 
citizens, wl)o call upon us to discuss legis
lative matters. Many of them are very 
potent politically; and we are aware of 
the fact that what we are doing will lose 
us the support of many of those people 
in the days and years to come. 

We had sincerely hoped, and we sin
cerely hope now, that eventually some 
method which will not constitute a give
away and a delegation of sovereignty 
and will not be harmful to. the people and 
to the future of this country may be 
evolved. No one would rather see that 
than those of us who have the unpleas
ant task of presenting our viewpoint on 
the bill. 

But, Mr. President, when one consci
entiously feels that a proposal is not. in 
the public interest, that it would be ab
solutely harmful to the United States 
and to its future, when one feels that 
there are other ways of handling a prob
lem which would give the United States 
a better opportunity to do something 
with this great new, modern develop
ment in the interest of peace and of 
commercial enterprise and to know one 
another better in the world and send 
our message to the people in the develop
ing nations of the world, one has no al
ternative but to oppose the bill as best 
one can and hope that in the days and 
months ahead some other and more ac
ceptable system may . be worked out. 

I read in some newspapers and I hear 
on television frequently that those of us 
opposing the bill are obstructing other 
very important legislation which ought 
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to be brought before the Senate for con
sideration. We know that the farm· bill, 
which is supposed to be reported in a 
few days, is of importance and is await
ing action. Perhaps the tax bill will soon 
be coming to the Senate. We know, of 
course, that the trade bill, giving the 
President very necessary rights to deal 
in connection with tariffs, so that we 
may negotiate with the Common Market 
of Europe, is. of very vital importance. 
We know that there are appropriation 
bills. We know that there are confer
ence reports. We know that there are 
many nominations which ought to be 
acted upon. 

I call attention to the fact and I think 
the public ought to know, that it is not 
w·e who have forced this bill up in the 
Senate. It is not we who have given it 
precedence over these most important 
parts of the President's program. On 
the other hand, we have urged that the 
decision on the bill be delayed until these 
truly important matters, which are not 
so controversial, and about which the 
people do not have such deep convictions 
as to harm, be brought up and disposed 
of. 

A few days before June 30, when the 
bill was brought up at that time, we 
who oppose the bill cooperated with the 
leadership in not resisting a motion to 
set aside the bill in order to take up 
emergency legislation to prevent laws 
from expiring on June 30. We were in 
a position at that time to have talked on 
for a few days longer and perhaps to have 
forced some arrangement which would 
have been beneficial to us. The bill to 
raise the ceiling on the national debt had 
to be passed. Tax laws which would 
have expired on June 30 had to be re
newed. 

So when it is said that we have not 
cooperated in the passage of emergency 
measures, I want it to be known that just 
the opposite is true. We cooperated be
fore June 30. We stand willing to co
operate now. 

It is sought by a motion to make the 
bill the pending business. At any time, 
by unanimous consent, or however it 
must be done, there is a desire to with
draw that motion in order to have the 
Senate move on to very important busi
ness, there will certainly be no resistance 
from any of us who oppose the bill. 

Furthermore, we have had the finger 
pointed at us because committees have 
not been permitted to meet after 10 
o'clock in the morning while the Senate 
is in session. On every occasion, we 

,have suggested that the Senate convene 
at 12 o'clock rather than at 10 o'clock, 
so as to afford the committees an oppor
tunity to sit in the morning and to swear 
witnesses. It is not our desire that the 
Senate shall meet at 10 . o'clock, a time 
which c.oes not give committees much 
opportunity to meet in the morning, al-
though I understand some committees 
are meeting at 9 o'clock and are trans
acting a considerable amount of business. 

Much has been heard to the effect 
that 30 Senators have expressed them
selves in favor of the bill; that only 2 or 
3 Senators on the committees have been 
opposed to the bill; and that only 2 
members of the Committee on Commerce 
wrote minority views. I think it is fair 

to say that on the floor of the Senate the same rate that all commercial users 
today the present thinking is that a sub- would pay. Indeed, that would be the 
stantial majority of the Senate favors a case, even though, as Mr. Murrow said, 
measure something like the one which · it seems that the USIA should receive a 
is before the Senate. 

All of us know of many occasions in 
history when a little further thinking 
has changed the minds of many persons. 
I was a Member of the House of Repre
sentatives, as I think the distinguished 
majority leader also was, at a time when 
a bill to enlist workers on the railroads 
into the Army passed with only four or 
five dissenting votes. The bill came to 
the Senate, where it could not even re
ceive consideration because everyone had 
changed his mind about the bill. 

There was an occasion in the Senate 
when every Member, except one, voted 
one way on a proposal presented by the 
Senator from Minnesota. Yet in the 
next day or two an amendment substan
tially reversing the action of the Senate 
was adopted overwhelmingly, by almost 
unanimous support. 

At one time there was overwhelming 
support for giving away the Nation's 
rights with respect to atomic energy, a 
vast treasury belonging to the Govern
ment of the United States. The ques
tion was debated at substantial length, 
and there was a reversal of judgment on 
the part of the Members of the Senate. 

We are aware that during the last few 
months there has been a great public 
relations campaign in support of the 
immediate passage of the bill. All the 
stops of public relations have been pulled. 
Persuasive lobbying has occurred in 
many places. The real reason why so 
much pressure is being applied for the 
passage of the bill now on the part of 
some persons and some interests involved 
is that they feel-in fact, I think many 
of them know-that when the American 
people have had time to think over this 
proposal, they will take a different look 
at it; they will not be pleased, as they 
never have been in the history of the Na
tion with great, mammoth giveaways of 
the public domain, which is the treasure 
of the United States. That is particu
larly the situation in this instance. 

There is every reason in the world why 
the consideration of the bill should be 
delayed. There is no urgency about the 
establishment of a corporation. There 
are so many things that are unknown 
about the future, in connection with 
space satellites, that the American peo
ple are entitled to think over the ques
tion and have it discussed this fall in 
the election campaigns. The people 
should have the opportunity to study the 
record and reason the problem out for 
themselves. They should have the op
portunity to debate the question, so that 
there can be a crystallization of an in .. 
formed public opinion. 

The only possible excuse for the pas
sage of the bill at this time is that A.T. 
& T. and other interests which want to 
have this very valuable asset of the 
United States for nothing-and I em
phasize "nothing"-want to freeze the 
monopoly now. They want to have the 
U.S. Government committed and the 
President committed, by law, to mak
ing their monopoly the only one in this 
field. They want to have the U.S. Gov
ernment committed, by law, to paying 

small reduction to compensate in some 
degree for the investment which the 
American taxpayers have made in the 
communications space satellite. 

Witness after witness has testified 
that the proposed corporation would 
have nothing to tlo except to sit on its 
hands for a year or two. Here is a state
ment by Mr. Barr, of Western Union, in 
the hearings of the Subcommittee on 
Antitrust and Monopoly, page 454: 

Senator KEFAUVER. Suppose you had a 
corporation that owned 200 million right 
now. What would it do with the money? 

Mr. BARR. Well, for an appreciable period 
of time, it would sit on its hands. 

. At page 123 of the hearings before the 
Committee on Aeronautical and Space 
Sciences, the distinguished Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. CANNON] asked Dr. Elmer 
W. Engstrom, president of the Radio 
Corp. of America: 

Do you believe that if we do not set up 
this corporation in the immediate future, 
that would put us behind in the schedule 
to be first in this area of space communica
tion? 

Dr. ENGSTROM. Not necessarily so. I think 
that if the programs which are scheduled 
by NASA and by others are prosecuted to the 
best ability of every'me concerned, we need 
not necessarily lose because of this. 

Dr. Welsh, of the Space and Aeronau
tics Advisory Committee, Mr:Webb, and 
all the others testified that insofar as 
research and development are concerned, 
we are going ahead as fast as we possibly 
can, and that regardless of whether the 
bill is passed now, there would be no de
lay in connection with the things the 
Government is doing. · 

Another reason for having such delay 
and another reason why it is not neces
sary at this time to create such a monop
olistic private corporation, thus con
travening the antitrust laws for the 
special benefit of A.T. & T. and others, 
is that at this time the securities of such 
a corporation could not even be issued, 
for it would be impossible to meet the re
quirements of the Securities and Ex
change Commission, inasmuch as it is 
not now known what kind of system
whether a high-orbit system, a low-orbit 
system, or what other kind of system
would be evolved; and until that is 
known, it would not be possible to de
termine the kind of ground stations, and 
thus it would be impossible to comply 
with the requirements of the Securities 
and Exchange Commission in connection 
with the issuance of stock. 

Furthermore, would it be wise to pro
ceed in the way proposed, in connection 
with a system which ultimately would 
not be found to be a good one? Cer
tainly, Mr. President, if we are to have 
the lead in this field, we shall have to use 
a high-al.titude system such as the one 
the Hughes Co. has almost finished de
veloping and at the present time is in the 
process of putting into orbit. Would it be 
wise for us to commit ourselves to the 
use of a low-altitude, inadequate system, 
and thus let the soviet Union or some 
-other country get the jump on us in using 
the other one? 
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The record shows clearly that by 

means of this bill the Government would 
absolutely tie its hands insofar as de
termining the kind of system which 
would be used. That decision would be 
made, instead, by the private corpora
tion. Could we expect the A.T. & T.
committed, as it is, psychologically to 
ground stations tied to a low-orbit sys
tem-to change to a system which would 
make its equipment obsolete? Of course 
not. 

As a matter of fact, the construction 
put upon this matter by the witnesses for 
the A.T. & T. will be found beginning at 
page 203 of the hearings before the 
Senate committee. A witness for the 
A.T. & T. submitted answers to questions 
submitted by the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. YARBOROUGH]. Mr. Dingman got 
the A.T. & T. to answer them; and this is 
their answer: 

Taken alone, however, this language would 
not seem to empower the FCC to compel the 
abandonment of an operational system ap
proved by it and the substitution therefor of 
another system. 

So, Mr. President, if this bill were to 
be passed and enacted now, our Govern
ment would be tying its · hands for all 
time to come, and would be leaving us 
subject to the decision and the domina
tion of a private corporation which al
ready has substantial investments in a 
system which, 2 years from now, might 
just be junk. 

Mr. President, another important point 
which should be considered in connection 
with this matter -it was referred to this 
morning by the Senator from Oregon
is that all operations by international 
bodies in connection with space com
munications satellites and objects in 
orbit in the sky are subject to a require
ment to the effect that they must be 
owned and controlled by the sovereign. 
No private monopoly has rights around 
the globe in connection with such opera
tions; only a sovereign has such rights. 
We know that any space communica
tions satellite would eventually be sub
ject to being interfered with and made 
useless by some power which might desire 
to destroy it. However, if something be
longing to the Government of the United 
States were involved, it could not be 
destroyed without insulting the sover
eignty of the United States. On the 
other hand, if something belonging to a 
private corporation were jammed or 
destroyed, there is no body of interna
tional law or space communications law 
which would prevent that from being 
done or which would give our Govern
ment a right to do anything about it, 
except perhaps to complain-as our Gov
ernment did when, some time ago, Brazil 
expropriated some property of the Inter .. 
national Telephone & Telegraph Co. 

So, Mr. President, at least the satel
lite itself and the assignment of fre
quencies and the leasing of the channels 
will have to be controlled by the Gov
ernment of the United States, if we are 
to get along in space at all and if we 
are to have any system there. 

It is said that the Government could 
not do this, because a great deal of man
power would be required. However, re
gardless of whether a Government cor-

poration were in control or whether a 
small Government commission were in 
control or whether a space communica
tions commission were in control or 
whether such control were had by a cor
poration dominated by the Government, 
but with private-interest ownership of 
some of the stock or some of the bonds, 
the satellite itself would have to be un
der the control of the United States. In 
the first place, the satellite could not 
be put into orbit unless the United 
States put it there. In the second place, 
a private corporation would have no 
rights in international law. 

In that connection, let us remember 
that there is a United Nations resolu
tion to the effect that satellites and ob
jects in space must be the property of 
a sovereign. In that connection, we do 
not find any United Nations expression 
authorizing the use of outer space by 
a private corporation. At least until that 
matter is settled, we had better stop, 
look, and "go easy." 

I would envision that through a Gov
ernment commission a loan could be 
made and a contract could be let for the 
ground stations, and they could be made 
available to all carriers who might wish 
to use them. In that way we would also 
get back something for the big invest
ment we have made. 

Another reason for the demand that 
this bill be passed at once is that it 
amounts to a complete giveaway of a 
very important asset of the Government 
of the United States; namely, the re
search work the Government has done 
in space communications. That work 
has been paid for by the American 
people, and their investment in it 
amounts to $500 million. It is true that
the A.T. & T. has· planned eventually 
to invest $50 million in experimenta
tion; and I am glad that is the case, 
for the A.T. & T. people are fine people, 
and the A.T. & T. has a great laboratory. 
Of course, the A.T. & T. will get back 
$24 million, because its taxes will be re
duced by $24 million. And the Federal 
Communications Commission people in
form me that every other cent of that 
$50 million will be charged to the do
mestic telephone users of the A.T. & T. 
lines, and that the stockholders of the. 
corporations will not be out one penny. 

However, Mr. President, it is said
and this is the only answer I have heard 
to the charge of a giveaway-that the 
corporation will pay a 52-percent tax. 
That is true. That was stated by Mr. 
Katzenbach, in the office of the ma
jority leader. He said he did not think 
it would be a giveaway. The Senator 
from Oregon asked, "Is something going 
to be paid back to the Government or 
to the taxpayers, as such?" 

His answer was, "No; not a dime." 
But it was suggested-as has been 

pointed out here-that of course they 
would have to pay a 52-percent income 
tax, and their tax would be in that high 
bracket. That is quite true; but let us 
consider that point for a moment. If 
we were to give the Panama Canal to 
a private corporation-and, of course, 
the operation of the Panama Canal by 
a private corporation would not involve 
as many international relations or as 
much international law as would a com-

munications satellite system-on the 
condition that the corporation would 
install new motors or would do some 
research work, or something of the sort, 
of course such an operation in the hands 
of a private corporation would im
mediately be tremendously successful. 

It would undoubtedly be in the 52-
percent tax bracket immediately, and · 
the Government would get 52 percent 
taxes back. But does that make it right? 
Is that in keeping with our philosophy? 

We have great nation.al forests. There 
have been efforts to give away some of 
the timber rights and mineral rights in 
those national forests. We can give any 
corporation that may be created a 
monopoly, providing in a bill the right 
of only that company to cut trees in 
national forests or exploit mineral 
rights. No doubt that private corpora
tion would be very successful, and would 
very soon be in the 52-percent tax 
bracket, and would return some taxes 
to the United States. But does that 
make it right? 

We remember the giveaway of oil in 
the Teapot Dome scandal, the scandal 
that the price was inadequate, in the 
early 1920's. Undoubtedly, recipients 
got a good business enterprise, on which 
they paid very high taxes. But does 
that make it right? Does it make any 
less of a violation of national policy? 

No, Mr. President; by whatever means 
we digress, whatever we want to calI it, 
whatever test we apply to it, the people 
of the United States have spent the 
money that has made this development 
possible. It is a great asset. It will be 
tremendously valuable. If nobody used 
it except the Government, it would 
operate in the black, because even if 
Ed Murrow were the only user, the bill 
would be over $900 million. That is 
what he would have to pay the monopoly. 

There is no question that it would be 
successful. It has been developed by 
the Government, and, Mr. President, 
there will not be one penny in payment 
for it, not even a reduction in taxes, not 
even an allowance that Ed Murrow may 
use it to get to the underdeveloped 
countries of the world the message of 
democracy in the United States. The 
rates are frozen against him, and he 
says he cannot use that facility. 

If we are to get to the underdeveloped 
nations, A.T. & T. is not going to go 
there. They are not going to go any
where where it is not profitable. They 
cannot be blamed for that, if they can 
get away with it. They are not going 
to go anywhere in Africa or Asia where 
it is not profitable to establish ground 
stations. One of the other communica
tions companies, I.T. & T., testified that 
they would have to have a subsidy from 
the Government if the corporation were 
to go into those nations if that facility 
was to be used. · 

What are we doing here? Can we 
not at least ask for 25 percent of the 
net return, of the net profits, for the 
Government of the United States? Can 
we not at least say Mr. Murrow and 
the Government are going to have a re
duced rate? Can we not in some way 
protect the interest of the Government 
and the taxpayer? Are we going to 
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throw away the greatest possi.bility we 
have for better relations in foreign lands 
that has come in a hundred years? Are 
we going to give away a tremendous 
national asset at a time when we have 
to raise our debt limit every ·year, with
out even asking for a 25-percent return 
or discount, without even exploring how 
we can get something back? 

There may be a majority for this bill 
now, but pretty soon there is going to be 
a change. History has condemned those 
who have pushed giveaways in this 
country, and they will do so again. Be
lieve me, the change is a ready coming. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. BURDICK. I have been listening 
with a great deal of interest to what 
the distinguished Senator from Tennes
see has been saying this afternoon, and 
I am particularly intrigued with his ref
e1~ences to the satellite system as being 
part of the public domain. That is a 
view_ I have held for some time. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I know the Senator 
h as. He has held the right view, too. 

Mr. BURDICK. I ask the Senator, Is 
there a great deal of difference between 
the satellite system as a great future 
public domain and our forests and pub
lic lands? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. There is a differ
ence in this respect: If we give away 
the public domain and the lands, we are 
only giving away something of great 
value; but if we give away this satellite 
system, we are not only giving away 
something of great value, but we are 
precluding the use of it by the U.S. Gov
ernment as an instrument of foreign re
lations in which there are t remendous 
possibilities. So the evil is compounded 
five times. 

Mr. BURDICK. I was interested also 
in the Senator's remark of "Why the 
urgency?" If we go back to 1803, when 
this country purchased that vast land 
west of the Mississippi River known as 
the Louisiana Fur.chase, does the Sen
ator suppose the people of this country 
knew the extent of the wealth of that 
great region when this country bought 
it? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am sure the peo
ple of the United States did not know: 
As a matter o{ fact, many of them com
plained about the money that had been 
wasted. 

Mr. BURDICK. Does the Senator 
think the people of the United States 
knew the bargain we had received when 
we purchased Alaska from Russia? Does 
the Senator think they knew of the vast 
resources that were in Alaska? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. In answer to the 
Senator's question, may I say that pur
chase took place, I believe, in 1867, and 
was negotiated by Secretary Seward, who 
was chastised and condemned and ridi
culed for having spent so much money
$7 million, I believe-for the great Ter
ritory of Alaska. It was called Seward's 
Folly, if I remember my history. 

Mr. BURDICK. Does the Senator 
think we can know anything more about 
the possibilities of this great resource in 
space than our forefathers knew about 

that area in the early days of our · his-
t ory? · 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator's ques
tion is very pertinent. I will say, in re
sponse to his question, we do not know 
anything near as much about it. One 
reason why they are trying to push this 
monopoly giveaway bill now is that the 
people do not know. They think that 
unless they can get by with it now, they 
will never get it, and they are probably 
right. 

Mr. BURDICK. I wonder if the Sen
ator knows that the debates at the time 
of the Continental Congress revolved 
around whether or not the Central Gov;. 
ernment should own and control the 
public lands of this country, that there 
was considerable argument against it, 
and that they finally resolved the ques
tion in favor of Central Government 
ownership. Is the position we are in to
day about the same position our fore
fathers were in at the time of the Conti
nental Congress? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is cor
rect. That is exactly the position we 
are in today. I do not know what our 
posterity would have said of those who 
took the side of maintaining in the pub
lic domain the great public lands and 
forests if they had not made that fight 
against commercial interests · at that 
time. 

Mr. BURDICK. I hold to the view 
that government ownership and gov
ernment control of the satellite does not 
necessarily imply government operation . . 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is ex
actly correct. 

Mr. BURDICK. I would not be ad
verse to having a private enterprise, 

. A.T. & T. or anyone else, operate a system 
like this under a lease, contract, or li
cense, but I would insist that the Gov
ernment maintain its string on owner
ship and control. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator has 
t aken an eminently correct viewpoint 
about it. 

I have a proposal, of which several 
Senators are cosponsors, which would 
set up a TVA-type corporation, a 
Government-owned corporation, with 
bonds to be sold. They would be reve
nue bonds entirely, so that it would not 

· cost the Government anything. If there 
is opposition to that _proposal, I am 
perfectly willing to go along with a com
mission, with some arrangement for 
leasing and contracting out to private 
interests the ground stations and other 
facilities, so that there would be only a 
very few policymaking people in the 
commission. The technicians would not 
have to be employed by the Government. 
That would be along the line the Senator 
from North Dakota has suggested. 

But, Mr. President, ·the Government 
must have the final say-so on many 
of these things, and cannot afford to 
give up that right. 

Mr. BURDICK. I thank the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am very grateful 
to my colleague for his most pertinent 
questions. 

Mr. President, there is not any doubt 
that this is the big "push" now. Telstar 
is up. Telstar is successful. I am glad 
it is. It is adding to our knowledge 

about .. communications satellites. The 
big "push" is on. The big lobby is going_, 
The big propaganda machines.are wor,k
ing. Even the c9mmitte~s of the Con7 
gress are saying, "It has to be done now.'.' 

In the House committee . report, on 
page 8, under the title "Why Legislation 
Now?" is the statement : · 

The answer to this question· is very clear. 
If a national policy of private ownership 

and operation of the U.S. portion of the .in .. 
ternational system is to be assured, the in
strumentality therefor must be established 
now. 

Mr. President, this could be the. most 
tragic move ever made, or made in a 
long, long time, if we should pass the 
bill now. - If we should yield to the 
pressure, if we should back away from 
the scorn cast upon those ·of us who op
pose the bill, if we should become weak 
kneed, forget our public trust, pass the 
bill now, the American people would 
be mighty sorry for years to come. · I 
have no doubt about it in the world. 
I am thoroughly convinced of it. 

So far as I am concerned, w·e should 
continue the effort to get our message 
about this bill to the public. 

Mr. President, Telstar is a success. 
I remember iri the latter days of the ad
ministration of President Eisenhower 
the Government had a very successful 
communications satellite in orbit. It did 
not do all of the things which Telstar 
does. It was called the Courier, as I re
call. It taped messages sent to it and 
then sent them back. · 

I remember that "Happy Birthday" or · 
"Happy New Year" was bounced off the 
moon. 

The Government itself-the Army, 
until the Air Force took it over under 
r ather unusual circumstances-has the 
great Advent program. · Most of that is 
being done by the Air Force now. I shall 
discuss why one of these days. We shall 
have the Advent, which is a high-orbit 
satellite, ready for orbiting soon. 

The Hughes Aircraft Co. representa
tives came before our Subcommittee on 
Antitrust and Monopoly. They have 
done research on, have developed, and 
have about · ready an . experimental 
model. I think they call it the Mark I. 
With present rockets, the same ones-that 
put the Telstar into orbit, this model 
could be put into orbit at 23,000 miles. 
Of course·, it would be put into orbit at 
a rate equivalent to the rate at which 
the earth moves around. Being that 
far out, of course the rate would be very 
fast. 

That satellite would be stationary. It 
would not be necessary to have ground 
stations which could move back and 
forth to catch the satellite. Three such 
satellites could cover the entire globe. 
One could cover 72 percent of all the 
telephones and television facilities in the 
world. 

This is the system we shall eventually 
have. Why not wait until we have an 
opportunity to see what can be done? 
We will know by the first of next year 
what the developments have been. We 
will not then be freezing ourselves into 
something which might be junk 2 or 3 
years from now. It might not be work
able at all. 
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Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. KEFAUVER. I am very happy to 

yield to my distinguished and good 
friend from North Dakota for a question. 

Mr. BURDICK. Apropos of the state
ment the Senator has made, I hold in my 
hand a clipping from the July 11 issue 
of the Wall Street Journal. This is a 
story written by Jerry E. Bishop. The 
article is entitled "Big Problems Remain 
for Working System of Space Com
munications." 

In the article there is a quote by Jean 
H. Felker, assistant chief engineer for 
the American Telephone & Telegraph 
Co.: 

Also to be resolved is the question of which 
of several types of satelUte systems offers 
maximum efficiency and economy. 

"It will be at least 2 years before scien
tists, engineers, and other technical people 
will be able to sit down and address them
selves intell1gently to such questions," says 
Jean H. Felker, assistant chief engineer for 
American Telephone & Telegraph Co. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is very per
tinent. Mr. Bishop is a great science 
writer. The article ought to be read and 
understood. 

I do not know whether there is a . rule 
against asking unanimous consent to put 
something in the Appendix of the daily 
RECORD during debate, but if there is no 
such rule--

Mr. BURDICK. I can put it in the 
RECORD later, on my own time. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator will do 
so later. 

Mr. BURDICK. The article seems to 
support the Senator, on the theory that 
we do not know the type of system which 
will be used eventually. This gentle
man, the assistant chief engineer for A.T. 
& T., says it will be 2 years before we find 
out. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is right. Even 
A.T. & T. admits it will be 2 or 2½ years 
before we can get the experimentation 
done. It will be 2 or 3 or 4 years. 

That makes it very obvious what the 
rush is all about. It makes it very obvi
ous why some people want to give this 
proposal precedence over really impor
tant legislation. 

The only thing the present proposal 
would do would be to give these corpora
tions a monopoly position and exempt 
them from the antitrust laws. The only 
thing it would do is to freeze this pro
gram in their hands and give them an 
opportunity to get together and to talk 
together, which otherwise would be a 
violation of the antitrust laws. 

I say to my good friend from North 
Dakota that if a corporation were 
formed now, without knowledge of what 
kind of system we shall eventually use, 
there would be no way of telling how 
much money would be required. It might 
be $10, $100, or $200 million. One sys
tem would cost more than the other. 
The ground stations for the low-orbit 
system are two, three, or four times as 
expensive as those for the high-orbit 
system. 

The FCC would not be able to deter
mine the rate base, because it would not 
know how much money would be spent 
or on what grounds to base the rate. 

The SEC requires a statement about 
what the money is to be used for, and a 
lot of details. It would not be possible 
to comply with the SEC regulations. 

Mr. BURDICK. If the type of system 
to be used and the questions surround
ing it have not been resolved, what is the 
hurry? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. There should not be 
any hurry. There is every reason to try 
to explore some of the unanswered ques
tions before the bill is passed. 

I shall soon explain even a bigger rea
son. There are reasons to explore the 
question about how we can get some of 
the money back. A.T. & T. and the other 
corporations have not even been asked 
to put up anything. They might be 
willing to do so. I do not know. They 
ought to be willing to do so. They are 
getting a bonanza. They have not even 
been asked. There has been no explana
tion as to whether they are willing to 
give the Government and the taxpayers 
25 percent of the net profits. There has 
been no effort to protect the people and 
to get something back for the stockhold
ers. Nobody has even asked for a re
duced rate, except Mr. Edward Murrow, 
and he was cut off pretty quickly. The 
rate was frozen, so that he never will be 
able to get a reduced rate for the Gov
ernment. 
· There is every reason for delay on the 

bill. There is no urgency. Develop
ment of a satellite communications sys
tem will not be harmed. All the talk to 
the effect that, "We must pass the bill 
now or the Russians will get ahead of 
us," is pure hogwash, in my opinion. 
The best way to assure that the Russians 
will get ahead is to freeze ourselves to a 
system that will not be the ultimate one 
used by giving it to a group of corpora
tions that already have cables and facili
ties which they want to protect. Those 
corporations will not be interested in 
destroying the values they already have. 
We would give the facility to a group of 
corporations that have no interest 
whatsoever in going into Africa, South 
America, or Asia. 

The best way in the world to be sure 
that we are not going to have the best 
system which will be available for maxi
mum use, and the best way I know of to 
give the Russians the greatest oppor
tunity to establish themselves all over 
the world with their system when it 
comes is to pass the bill now. 

Mr. BURDICK. Then the Senator 
does not see any possible delay, hin
drance, or damage to our position in the 
world if we do not pass the bill at the 
present session of Congress? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. In answer to the 
question of the Senator, I can see no 
harm. On the other hand, I can see the 
possibility of a great deal of good. I 
thank the Senator. 

I call attention to the fact that the 
House Committee on Science and Astro
nautics conducted very fine hearings, 
and rendered a very good report, which is 
Calendar No. 547, House Report No. 1279. 
In that report there is an excellent dis
cussion of the entire problem. Some
how the committee yielded jurisdiction 
to the House Committee on Commerce, 
and the Science Committee had no final 

voice in the matter. That committee 
recognized, and so stated in its report, 
that the question of what kind of system 
is to be used must be kept flexible. I 
shall read point 4 at page 28: 

The committee advises the encouragement 
of private enterprise to participate in this 
development to the limit of its resources, 
talent, and capacity. However, it ls also 
the view of the committee that because of 
the many significant questions of public 
policy raised and the absence of precedent 
on which to rely, the Government must re
tain maximum flexibility regarding the cen
tral question of ownership and operation of 
the system. No final decision should be 
made during the early stages of the devel
opment which might prejudice the public 
Interest or U.S. international relations. 

That is the sound advice of a com
mittee. But it is now proposed that we 
go contrary to that advice-diametri
cally OPPosite to it--and not retain any 
flexibility. It is urged that we reach a 
final decision in the early stages that 
would prejudice the public interest of 
the United States. That is what is be
ing proposed. The Science Committee 
of the House proposed exactly the oppo
site course. 

It might be interesting to read from 
the hearings of the Subcommittee on 
Monopoly of the Select Committee on 
Small Business of the Senate. In that 
connection, I point out that the hearings 
were held under the chairmanship of the 
distinguished Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. LONG]. In the thorough hearings 
witnesses were interrogated carefully 
and intelligently both by the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. LONG] and Ben 
Gordon, his counsel. 

They deserve the thanks of the Nation 
for conducting the hearings, But un
fortunately they did not receive much 
public attention. It is difficult to have 
information on the subject sent out over 
the wires of the wire services for some 
reason or other. Anyway, Dr. Trotter, 
president of General Telephone and an 
outstanding and eminent man, testified 
at page 167 as follows: 

Dr. TROTTER. A random orbit system could 
discredit us before the world as a leader in 
space communications if Russia establishes 
a stationary satellite system. 

I wish to read that statement again 
because I think we should consider it 
carefully. I hope the public will get this 
point. The head of one of the great 
companies of our Nation, an eminent 
scientist, states that a low-orbit system 
would discredit us before the world if the 
Russians were to establish a stationary 
satellite system. 

Yet, Mr. President, that is what we are 
inviting. 

Dr. Trotter further stated: 
If the United States went ahead with a 

low-random orbit system it would be pos
sible for Russia to hold back until we were 
deeply committed to this system and had 
launched perhaps two-thirds of the satellltes 
and then with three satellites the Russians 
could establish a truly worldwide system be
fore our limited system was even in opera
tion. 

Those are words that the people of the 
United States should hear. If the United 
States becomes committed to a low-orbit 
system, such as Telstar-and we could 
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not change the system if the bill were 
enacted into law-the President of the 
United States and the FCC would have 
no power to make a change. The deci
sion would be up to the corporation, and 
the corporation would be committed to 
the low-orbit system, because their 
money would be invested in it. The Rus
sians could hold back until we had com
mitted ourselves, and they would be 
ahead of us again. 

I point out again the testimony of Dr. 
Trotter at page 167 of the hearings be
fore the Subcommittee on Monopoly of 
the Select Committee on Small Busi
ness of the United States Senate. 

A short while ago I started to make 
the point that public opinion is catching 
on now. Letters and telegrams are com
ing to us from deeply worried people 
who are opposing the bill. They come 
from small businesses, the owners of 
which know that they will not have an 
opportunity to share in the enterprise 
because they are not attaches furnish
ing hardware to some of the big com
panies involved. We have received com
munications from telephone associations 
and labor unions. However, the CWA 
seems to be technically going along with 
the A.T. & T. But, so far as I know, that 
union is the only union in the United 
States that has taken that position. I 
think its members may have their :fingers 
crossed. 

I read a telegram recently received: 
WASHINGTON, D.C., 

July 30, 1962. 
·Senator EsTEs KEFAUVER, 
. Old Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

As national representative for telephone 
cooperatives we wish to congratulate you on 
your opposition to the space E!atellite bill. 
This legislation would create another huge 
communications monopoly to the detriment 
of hundreds of independent telephone sys
tems. 

JAMES L. BASS, 
President, National Telephone 

Cooperative Association. 

Mr. Reuther of the UAW and Mr. 
Carey have also expressed the utmost 
concern at the attempt to give away to 
a private concern a major technological 
breakthrough which has been paid for 
by the American people. They say: 

The American people have paid for this 
great new development which gives so much 
promise of linking together the .nations of 
the world. The people should, therefore, 
retain ownership and control so that the 
space satellite may be used for the benefit of 
all who aspire to peace and freedom and to 
cultural and material progress. 

Needed is a satellite system which will 
produce the best results for the whole world. 
Communications experts have stated that 
this will require a high-orbit system. If the 
new development is turned over to a priv.ate 
monopoly or is dominated by that monopoly 
through so-called joint ownership with other 
firms and private shareholders, we will have 
a low-orbit system since contemplated pri
vate investment will permit no more. 

Government ownership alone can now pro-
. vide the resources and know-how essential 
to maximum performance. such a system 
will not be subject to toll charges imposed 
by a private monopoly. Further, Govern
ment aid is essential if a satellite is to be 
launched into space. 

Government must also negotiate the 
worldwide agreements re.quired to fulfill the 

promise of the new development in inter
national communications. Enactment of 
pending legislation will be of little value 
before such agreements have been finalized. 
Time is needed to determine the best way 
to organize and operate the system in the 
best interest of this Nation and the free 
world. 

There is nothing to gain and much to lose 
by premature action on this legislation now. 

I have a telegram sent to me by Leon
ard Kenfield, the president of the Mon
tana Farmers Union. He is in politics 
and in civic affairs. He sent me a tele
gram under date of June 26, in which he 
says: 

Heartily approve your efforts to stop the 
legislation giving A.T. & T. unwarranted 
favors in proposed communications satel
lite system-United States can 111 afford 
such extravagance to a giant private monop
oly ln view of the world struggle for free
dom and democracy. 

Regards, 
LEONARD KENFIELD, 

President, Montana Farmers Union. 

I have a telegram from Arnold S. 
Zander, International President of the 
American Federation of State, County, 
and Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO. 

These are very intelligent and 
thoughtful and thinking citizens, who 
keep up with matters of this kind. It 
is typical of the fact that the news 
about this grab is getting around. It 
will be reverberating one of these days. 
I read the telegram: 

The membership of the American Federa
tion of State, County, and Municipal Em
ployees (AFL-CIO) considers the space sat
e!lite communication bill reported out of 
the Senate Commerce Committee to be ad
verse to the public interest. In view of the 
vast amount of Government-financed re
search which remains, a decision to donate 
the estimated bi11ions of tax dollars expended 
for space communications development to 
~ private monopoly controlled by a few huge 
corporations would be premature, to say, the 
least. Moreover, a combination of both com
munication cor-panies and equipment 
manufacturers would appear to ~e incon
sistent with antitrust laws. For these 
reasons, we would be pleased to have your 
support in defeating this shocking proposal. 

Mr. President. we all know the United 
Rubber, Cork, Linoleum & Plastic Work
ers of America to be a very fine organi
zation. Its headquarters is at Akron, 
Ohio. 

I have a letter sent to me by George 
Burdon with which he encloses a letter 
he sent to the presidents of the United 
Rubber Workers local unions in the 
United States, which reads, as follows: 

JUNE 22, 1962. 
Presidents of URW Local Unions in the 

United States: 
The U.S. Senate will soon consider a piece 

of legislation which will have a far-reaching 
impact on our lives and the lives of our chll

. dren. This is a bill concerning a space satel
lite communications system. 

Our Government has spent billions of 
dollars developing techniques !or orbiting 
space satellites. Obviously, the money came 
from American taxpayers. 

The proposed bill would permit a private 
monopoly to be created to operate the space 

. satellite system. This combine would be 
controlled by a few large corporations and 
would be dominated by A.T. & T. 

Senator ESTES KEFAUVER is opposing this 
legislation. He is arguing for Government 
ownership and control of the space satellite 

program. At minimum, he is suggesting that 
the decision on the program be postponed. 
He points out that a public asset can always 
be given away, but that it can never be got
ten back afterward. 

I digress to say how true that is. It 
is preferable to defer a matter until we 
know better than to give away our pub
lic assets. I have never known of a case 
in our history when we have given some
thing a way and then were able to get 
it back. 

We would be giving away a great, 
valuable national asset, and, after giving 
it away, we know we will never get it 
back. It is time for the public to stop, 
look, and listen. The letter goes on to 
state: · 

I am in complete agreement with Senator 
KEFAUVER's position, 

I urge you to write the Senators from your 
State and your local Congressman indicating 
your opposition to the giveaway program. 

The labor movement helped prevent the 
giveaway of atomic energy patents in 1954; 
we have an opportunity now to perform a 
similar service for the future of the satellite 
program. 

Please give this matter your immediate 
attention and make every effort to secure 
similar expressions from members of your 
local. You might also consider a press re
lease on this issue. 

Fraternally yours, 
GEORGE BURDON, 

International President. 

Mr. President, we have received a great 
volume of letters and telegrams from in
dividuals, people who have become con
cerned about this matter, and more will 
be coming in as time goes on. I h~ ve 
a copy of a ~etter which was sent to the 
President, with a copy to me, written by 
.E. L. Hageman, national president of 
the Commercial Telegraphers Union 
AFL-CIO, which describes the A.T. & T: 
monopolistic practices in the telegraph 
field. They call for an international 
communications policy, and they ask 
that while this policy is being developed, 
we should def er any action in connec
tion with space communications satel
lites. 
· So these letters are beginning to come 
in. The volume will grow as time goes 
on. 

Mr. President, there is another impor
tant reason why this decision should be 
deferred, and that concerns the inter
national aspects of the space communi
cations subject, which have been so ably 
discussed-I will not discuss the aspects 
at great length-by my colleague, the 
distinguished Senator from Tennessee 

' [Mr. GORE] a member of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

This subject is so important that the 
President of the United States has asked 
that a special study be made by the 
Federal Communications Commission of 
the international aspects, including who 
will negotiate, what can be done, whether 
the action taken must be sovereign, and 
the like. All these are problems of for
eign relations. Apparently, the study 
has not been completed. Yet there are 
those who would ask us to act before we 
have the benefit of knowing what the 
result of this important study wili be. 
Personally, I think we would all have 
much better light on the subject if the 
question were referred for special hear-
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ings to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. That committee could swnmon 
witnesses to discuss whether there can 
be a monopoly satellite; whether other 
nations will be joined in an international 
commercial satellite system which will 
be operated by a monopoly; whether the 
provisions of the bill make it possible, 
desirable, or attractive for other nations 
to participate. 

Mr. President, we would be very fool
ish to pass a bill which placed the United 
States for all time to come under the 
control of a private corporation, so far 
as international relations are concerned, 
without considering the question thor
oughly. That is why we who oppose the 
bill do not believe it should be brought 
up for consideration at this time. I 
think it is ridiculous to bring up the 
bill. Senators say we ought to take up 
the bill and off er amendments to it. 
That would be starting out on the wrong 
premise. The whole subject was started 
on the wrong premise when the com
munications carriers themselves were 
asked what ought to be done with the 
satellite. They said, "Give it to us." I 
do not know why the Government went 
through the rigmarole of getting an 
exemption from the antitrust laws. The 
answer inevitably would be, if there were 
something really valuable and there were 
a group looking after their own inter
ests, "Give it to us." That is what the 
answer was in this instance. 

As I have said, we who oppose the con
sideration of the bill at this time have 
stressed, over and over again, the com
plex international negotiations that must 
be conducted before a satellite system 
can come into operation successfully. 
These negotiations so directly and vitally 
affect the national interest of all the 
nations concerned that they will have to 
be conducted on an intergovernmental 
level. On June 12 of this year I placed 
into the RECORD a newspaper report about 
the difficulties we were having in trying 
to achieve cooperation with the Soviet 
Union. At that time I noted that Mrs. 
Roosevelt and President Kennedy had 
"also stressed the great value from inter
national cooperation in this realm" and 
noted further than in the realm of 
space-

The difficulties demonstrated by an article 
in this morning's Washington Post, entitled 
"U.S. Rejects Soviet Plan for Controls on 
Space,'' in which it was reported that the 
Soviet Government has suggested that all 
space activities should be carried out solely 
and exclusively by soverign states. It is very 
possible that many states-both Communist 
and non-Communist--will agree with the 
U.S.S.R. on this proposal. 

At this time, only two things are clear. 
It is absolutely essential that we obtain in
ternational cooperation in space among the 
nations of the world for peaceful purposes, 
and second, that such cooperation will in
volve extremely delicate, complex, and pro
tracted negotiations among the governments 
concerned. 

This point was confirmed a few days 
ago in a most interesting front-page 
article entitled "Wavelength Rift 
Threatening Use of TV Satellites," writ
ten by John W. Finney, and published 
in the New York Times of July 29, 1962. 
I am sure that all of us know Mr. Finney. 
He is a highly respected member of the 

press and a journalist who has been in 
Washington for a long time. I should 
like to read portions of his article, which 
show some of the extremely difficult po
litical and diplomatic problems that 
exist: 
WAVELENGTH RIFT THREATENING USE OF TV 

SATELLITES 
(By John W. Finney) 

WASHINGTON, July 28.-The problem of 
wavelength allocations is providing the first 
critical test of whether the nations of the 
world are willing to cooperate in establish
ing a global communications system with 
satellites. 

There already are indications of an East
West conflict that could jeopardize the cov
erage of such a system. 

The United States has suggested that two 
microwave bands with a total width of about 
3,000 megacycles be assigned to satellite 
systems. 

The proposal has drawn a generally favo
rable response from the non-Soviet nations, 
although some countries have raised ques
tions on the necessity for setting aside so 
much of the microwave spectrum for this 
purpose. 

The Soviet Union has proposed that a 
much narrower band of frequencies, total
ing only 950 megacycles, be assigned for 
space communications. 

The Soviet proposal, in what U.S. officials 
acknowledge was a deft move, would assign 
frequencies that fall within the bands being 
used by U.S. military radar. 

DECISION DUE IN 1963 

The issue will come to a head in the fall 
of 1963, when the International Telecom
munications Union-the 113-member organ
ization charged with maintaining technical 
cooperation in the use of radio-will hold an 
extraordinary administrative radio confer
ence to determine the frequencies for satel
lite systems. 

Both nationally and internationally the 
problem of frequency allocation has become 
enmeshed in the political problems. In 
many instances it has been the frequency 
question that has prompted the political · 
decision. 

It was a proposal by the American Tele
phone & Telegraph Co. that microwave fre
quencies be set aside exclusively for commu
nications satellites, a proposal that private 
users of the frequencies viewed as a "power 
grab," that began to raise the question of 
telephone company "domination" and turned 
the tide against a satellite corporation owned 
primarily by the company. 

I digress to say that many private 
companies feel that this was and is a 
power group effort for domination. I 
believe this is typical of the kind of sit
uation we shall be getting into interna
tionally if we allow the assigning of 
wavelengths and other phases of our 
foreign relations to a private corporation, 
particularly one that has a great finan
cial interest in the subject. 

These factors are now having their impact 
in the international realm. 

There is also a. possibility, causing con
siderable concern among some U.S. officials, 
that political considerations could prevent 
technical agreement. 

For example, there is a fear that sugges
tions that a communications satellite sys
tem developed by the United States would 
be used for beaming propaganda broadcasts 
would make other nations reluctant to agree 
to allocation of frequencies. 

Another source of concern is the Defense 
Department's development of its own satel
lite systems. Indirectly, some nations are 
already raising the question of why such a 

large part of the radio spectrum should be 
set aside, when part of it would be used by 
the U.S. military services. 

Unlike most frequency allocation prob
lems, that of communications satellites does 
not involve exclusive use of a frequency. 
Both United States and Soviet experts are 
agreed that there can be sharing of fre
quencies by the satellites and microwave 
point-to-point radio and telephone systems 
on the ground. 

The only requirement would be a radio
quiet area around the ground receiving sta
tions so there would be no interference with 
the extremely fai~t signals from the satel
lites. 

International agreement, however, is neces
sary to prevent the frequencies assigned for 
satellites from being used for such other 
purposes as high-powered radar or the tropo
spheric scatter method of communications. 

COULD PRODUCE INTERFERENCE 
Without such agreement, there could be 

interference by ground stations with the 
radio signals received and transmitted by 
the satellite. 

For example, if the Soviet Union declined 
to agree to the allocation, its radar or tropo
spheric scatter systems could interfere with 
the signals of a satellite passing near its 
territory. 

One of the principal reasons the United 
States sought to put an experimental com
munications satellite into orbit as soon as 
possible was to provide a demonstration that 
would help convince other nations of the 
desirability of agreeing to the all<;>cation of 
frequencies. 

Mr. President, a little later on, the 
article reads as fallows: 

Such an allocation, according to U.S. esti
mates, would be capable of handling several 
satellite systems and meeting the demands 
of international communications traffic 
through 1975. 

SOVIET GIVES POSITION 
The preliminary Soviet position, presented 

at a meeting of the International Radio Con
sultative Committee in March, was that the 
frequency allocations be from 3,500 to 3,650 
megacycles, from 4,350 to 4,700 megacycles, 
and from 5,670 to 6,170 megacycles. 

At this point U.S. officials are hopeful but 
uncertain that the United States and Soviet 
positions can be reconciled in the 1963 meet
ing. 

One inauspicious sign was the Soviet re
fusal in the bilateral space cooperation talks 
this spring to discuss cooperation in the 
development and use of active communica
tions satellites. 

Some U.S. officials expect that the Soviet 
Union will probably continue to be reluctant 
to discuss cooperation until it launches its 
own communications satellites-a project 
that it has discussed in its scientific litera
ture but thus far not carried into being. 

Mr. President, in that connection, all 
the literature and information being put 
out and all available statements by 
Soviet scientists definitely show that 
when the Soviets do develop a satellite 
for such use, it will be a high-orbit satel
lite, not a low-orbit satellite such as our 
Telstar. 

I should like to make one correction in 
this story. The problem of frequency 
allocations has been a political problem 
since the invention of radio. As shown 
in a study by Prof. Dallas W. Smythe, of 
the University of Illinois, entitled "The 
Structure and Policy of Electronic Com
munications," the problem of frequency 
allocations has been a controversial issue 
in the cold war since the end of World 
War II. 
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- These international aspects of the 

satellite system have been brought home 
to us recently by the various experiments 
involving British, French, and American 
television. It must be kept in mind that 
this communications development is tak
ing place simultaneously with one of the 
most momentous political and economic 
events of our time-the growth and ex
pansion of the Common Market. As 
Walter Lippmann has repeatedly 
stressed, the development of the Common 
Market presages the establishment of an 
Atlantic community, and satellite com
municat1ons will play a vital part in this 
development. The satellite question thus 
has an additional political and economic 
ramification which lends additional 
urgency to the need for thorough and 
lengthy consideration of these interna
tional problems. 

The administration is aware of at least 
some of these problems. As reported in 
the New York Times on July 12 of this 
year, the White House has just recently 
initiated a study of some of these inter
national complications. Mr. Jack Gould 
reported in that story that-

Among the issues expected to be studied.-

The reference is to the study initiated 
by the White House, as I understand, and 
being conducted by the FCC-
·are the growing role of television as a factor 
in the implementation of foreign policy, the 
delicate task of harmonizing governmental 
and private interests in the field of global 
video, the possibility of assisting emerging 
nations to develop their own domestic video 
fac111ties, and the encouragement of ex
changes with foreign television networks. 

He went on to point out that-
In many countries broadeasting is a direct 

arm of government and, shoUlci heads of 
state become parties to an international ex
change program, the State Department is 
virtually forced -to become lnvolv.ed lest 
feelings be hurt on the diplomatic level.. 

These news reports prove .several 
things; 

First, that international intergovern
mental agreements must .be conclttded 
before any worldwide saremte system 
can operate. Mr. President,, all of us 
know this to be true. There cannot be 
an international satellite .system until 
agreements on a worldwide basis ·are 
made. 

Second, and this eonclusion is tn
escapable-that protection of the na
tional interest requires that they be on 
an intergovernmental level. If we let ·a 
private corporation handle these negoti
ations, we shall be prejudicing the na
tional interest and insuring failure. 

Mr. President, I wonder how many 
persons can envision the holding of 
Cabinet-level meetings of, let us say, ,the 
British. the French, the Italians, the 
Scandinavian countries, the Soviet 
Union, and some of the nationalistic 
countries of · Asia, Africa, and s0uth 
America-all Ministers able to speak for 
their Governments. 

JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC 
ENERGY 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the 
Senator from Tennessee permit the 
Chair to lay before the Senate an ap-

pointment to membership on the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
am very happy to stop for a while, so as 
to permit the distinguished Vice Presi
dent to do so. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Pursuant to 
Public Law 703 of the 83d Congress, the 
Chair names Senator EVERETT M. DIRK
SEN, of Illinois, to the vacancy on the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
caused by the death of Senator Henry 
C. Dworshak, of Idaho. 

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS 
SATELLITE SYSTEM 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the motion of Mr. MANSFIELD that 
the Senate proceed to consider the bill 
(H.R. 11040) to provide for the estab
lishment, ownership, operation, and reg
ulation of a commercial communications 
satellite system, and for other purposes. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, such 
Cabinet-level representatives of the var
ious nations, some of whom do not like 
private monopoly, would meet with the 
representative cif our country, who per
haps would be Mr. Dingman or some 
other representative of a private Ameri
can corporation, trying to speak for the 
Government of the United States. 

But, Mr. President, let the people of 
the country know that never in all the 
history of our country have we under
taken to delegate to a private monopoly 
the foreign relations of our country, and 
thus bind ourselves by the decision 
of that private monopoly. Never before 
has that been done in this country. 
Why? Because we are a sovereign gov
ernment. We do not form an East In
dia Co. and give it powers of government. 
We never have operated in that way; and 
even if we did, we would .not be success
ful. 

The second reason why we have not 
done so is that we would not get any
where if we did-not ev,en in the tunes 
of .kings, emperors, and dictators, and 
certainly we would not get anYWhere in 
that way at a time when most of the 
nations of the world operate their own 
telephone and other communications 
systems as part of their own- govern
mental operations. 

We are not g:oing to get any-where 
when there are some nations that do not 
b.ave democracy, freedom, and the demo
cratic way of life. Much as we do not 
like the Soviet Union, somehow, ln some 
way, we are going to have to enter into 
an agreement with her if we are to have 
an international satellite communica
tions system, whether we like it or not. 
I wish it were possible to have one and, 
somehow, be able to tell the Soviet Un
ion it could not have any part of it, but 
we know that is not possible. We know 
Russia is a great force in rocketry and 
space. We know they are working hard 
at it. We know that in some ways they 
have excelled us~ and in some ways we 
have excelled them .. We know we are 
going to have to work out some agree
ment. 

Can we visualize Mr. Dingman, repre
senti.ng a private monopoly, sitting down 
and working out an agreement with 
Khrushchev? Even our Government has 

a hard enough time doing it, but we 
would concede def eat before we even 
started. They have already told us they 
are not going to do it. Yet, without ex
ploring the matter further, without talk
ing with them about it, we are going to 
freeze a situation that will make it im
possible for us to move. 

I have no patience with those who are 
saying, "We have got to pass the bill to 
get going." The best way to get stopped 
is to pass the bill. The best way to in
sure that the United States will not be 
successful is to pass the bill. 

Third, no operational system is possi
ble for many years, at least, because the 
frequency allocation conference will not 
take place until November 1963, without 
which no fully international operational 
system can go into effect. 

Aside from the fact that in research 
and development it will be '2 or 3, or 4 
years before we can have a commercially 
operative system. nothing can be done 
until the meeting on frequency alloca
tions in November 1963. The Senate can 
be sure the matter will not be settled 
even then. There will be discussions. 
There will be committees. There will be 
delayed meetings. Then, after the allo
cations, .if and when they are assigned, 
adjustments will have to be worked out. 
So, there is no hurry. There is no rea
son to attempt to bulldoze or steamroller 
this bill through. There is every reason 
why we ought to have time and see wher.e 
we are going. 

It is for these reasons that we call f,or 
deferral of this matter and ask that the 
Foreign Relations Committee be · given 
an opportunity-to study the matter. We 
have nothing to lose and much to gain 
from such a course: our research and 
development in Telstar, Relay, Syncom, 
and all the rest, now .at the threshold 
.stages. will proceed at top speed without 
any such legislation. The Telstar ex
periment showed that legislation is 
unnecessary for such research. And be
cause of these international complexitie,;, 
as the House Science ·committee con
cluded. we must retain maximum flexi
bility and not prematurely freeze a sit
uation that should remain fluid. 

I heard the Senator from Rhode Is
land talk about the position of the State 
Department. In the first" place, the 
State Department ean be wrong. It is 
not infallible.. Many of us have seen 
wrong decisions made. I know Mr. 
McGhee is a 1lne man. Just because he 
is willing t.o delegate the sovereignty of 
the United St.ates in international af
fairs and thinks ·we can get by with .it 
does not make it true and it does not 
convince me. I do not know what in
fluences were in his mind or what ,con
siderations may have been in his mind. 
Many of us have known for a long, long 
time something which is just now com
ing out into the open. It is not true that 
the State Department and the Justice 
Department are fully behind this bill, 
regardless of what the public pronounce
ments may be. Anybod_y can go to the 
Justice Department and find that there 
has been a wide breach of thinking about 
this bill; that at 11.rst the majority were 
against the biU; and efforts were made; 
and finally a majority, apparently, in the 
State Department have gone along, 
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through the persuasion, apparently, of 
Mr. Katzenbach. But many in the De
partment most directly concerned are 
much opposed to the bill. 

The same is true in the Department of 
State. They are not fully behind it, 
regardless of the public pronouncements. 

It was reported in the Washington 
News of yesterday that-

The communications satellite bill being 
filibustered by Senate liberals seems to have 
full White House backing, though State and 
Justice Departments are not happy about 
some provisions. The bill provides that the 
satellite corporation can carry on business 
negotia1iions a~road, merely advising the 
State Department what it is doing. There 
is aome feeling this conflicts with the con
stitutional requirement that all foreign rela
tions be handled by the President through 
the State Department. 

As the debate continues it will become 
more and more evident that this is a bad 
bill and that, in truth, it has very few 
supporters~ 

Let us see what Mr. McGhee had to 
say when he first talked about the bill, 
before he, for some reason, seemed to 
have a change of mind. In the hearings 
before the Interstate and Foreign Com
merce Committee of the House of Rep
resentatives on this bill, Mr. McGhee, 
testifying, as appears on page 474, said: 

The initial negotiation with another .gov
ernment ls going to involve so many broad 
considerations, about .participation ln owner
ship, what ground station they will utmze, 
what . frequencies . tney will c,perate on, 
;whether tpey get television, all the many 
aspects of the problem, and matters involving 
the foreign policy interests, because we may 
have a. very strong interest in working one 
o! these countries into the network. 

We feel that this involves so many new 
!~tors and. BO ~ny factors involving our 
foreign relations anq factors involving 
multipllelties .of nations, groups of nations, 
that only the Department itself could make 
the initial overall agreements. 

They are the words of Mr. McGhee, 
and he was so right. They do involve 
so many things that only the Department 
itself can make the agreements. Yet 
we are told now that the bill does not 
even bring the State Department into 
it unless it ls asked by the corporation 
to advise or participate. Tl.mt is exactly 
contrary to what he was seeking before 
the House committee. He said then that 
the Government had to have the power 
to negotiate. 

Mr. President, would that not be a 
ridiculous situation? In an intricate 
field of foreign relations the State De
partment would have no power to act 
on its own, but could only act when 
asked to do _so by the corporation. The 
corporation might accept what it did, or 
reject it. In other words, the corpora
tion could use the Government as a tool 
to act, and the Government would have 
no option but to try to do · what the 
corporation wished. The corporation 
could either accept · or reject the inter
national agreement which might be 
made. That would be the most ludicrous 
abandoning and giving away of responsi
bility I have ever heard proposed before 
either House of the Congress. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President will 
the Senator yield for a -question?' 

CVIII-954 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am very happy 
to yield to my distinguished colleague 
from North Dakota for a question. 

Mr. BURDICK. In hearings before 
the Subcommittee on Monopoly of the 
Select Committee on Small Business, 
87th Congress, 1st session, at pages 16 
and 17, there is a "Statement of the 
President on Communication Satellite 
Policy." Under subsection B entitled 
"Policy of Government Respoiisibility " 
it is stated: ' 

In addition to its regulatory responsibili
ties, the U.S. Government will: 

• • • • • 
2. Conduct or maintain supervision of in

ternational agreements and negotiations. 

How does the bill in its present form 
square with that statement by the Pres
ident? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It does not. It is 
exactly contrary. . 

I say to my friend from North Da
kota that the bill is said, to be the ad
ministration bill, but in this regard and 
in respect to many other vital matters 
it goes directly contrary to . what the 
President of the United States wants. 

In many ways the bill does not meet 
the proper criteria at all. In many ways 
the bill falls far short. It does not 
square with the President's wishes. 

This is a monopoly bill. The bill 
which the administration first sent to 
the Congress contained the language de
sired by the President. It has been cut 
back more ,and more by the influence 
particularly of A.T. & T. witnesses un~ 
til they have gotten everything 'they 
wanted. 

I will say that the House-passed bill 
is even a little worse. One of the trou
bles is that even if we succeed in get
ting some good provisions written into 
the bill, we shall not have friendly con
ferees for the things for which we are 
working. We might get a bill back from 
conference just about like the bill that 
came from the House, ;which is even 
worse than the ·bill we are presently 
considering, 

We cannot square what the Senator 
has read with the provisions in the bill. 

I should like to read something else for 
the benefit of Senators. This is to be 
found on page 474 of the hearings before 
the Committee on Interstate and For
eign Commerce of the House of Repre
sentatives: 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida.. Do you anticipate 
our system would be 1n effect before the Rus
sians might be able to institute a similar 
system? 

Mr. MCGHEE. The Russians have not. up 
to this point, produced an actual communi
cations satellite, to our knowledge. They ap
pear to have all of the necessary tech
nology to do so, however, so that it would 
appear to be within their capab111ty. 

But they have, BO far, focused their 
efforts on exploration in space, rather than 
in the communications satellites. I would 
say the best evid-ence available is that we 
would be able to put one up first. 01 
course, we have experimental ones already 
up . . 

Mr. RoGERS of Florida. Well, then, the main 
objective !or State to come in would be to 
carry on negotiations with Russia and their 
bloc of nations? · 
. Mr. McGHEE. That would be one objec

tive, yes, .sµ-; but other objectives would be 

to carry on negotiations with all o( the 
countries who might wish to participate 
in this system, or whom we might wish 
to persuade to participate. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. You do not feel this 
could be done by the company itself? 

Mr. McGHEE. When you come to the point 
of negotiating the actual technical and 
commercial aspects of the program, yes, be
cause the Department would not have 
enough people or the expertise to do this. 

Mr. McGhee then went on to say that 
the initial negotiations and the big 
agreements which would have to be 
made to have an operational system 
;would have to be carried on by the State 
Department. That would not be carried 
out in the bill it is asked that the Sen
ate consider. 

Mr. President, I shall develop a num
ber of other points in my speech as I go 
along. I wish to summarize in the be
ginning one or two things we have been 
talking about. 

The bill constitutes a giveaway, with
out any paying back to the Government 
of the United States. It is much, much 
worse than a giveaway of a national 
forest or some of the public domain. 
We would be losing our opportunity to 
persuade the people of the nations of the 
world. It would be worse than a give
away of the Panama Canal. 

Not only are we asked to delegate to 
a corporation the power to negotiate in 
for~igp affairs, which would never work 
and which is repugnant to the Constitu
tion and to the traditions and history of 
the United States, but also, as I have 
mentioned, there are other reasons why 
the bill should not be considered. 

There is another yery . sound prin
ciple which pas always been a policy of 
our G.overnment. It is, Mr. President, 
that one type of carrier is not to be 
given control over another type. We 
would not allow the airlines to be in 
the hands of the railroads. I could' clte 
the statutes in which that 1s made not 
possible. The railroads · are not per
mitted to own the airlines and the air
lines cannot own the busllnes, and the 
railroads cannot own the canals. 

Why is that? It 1s because. we wish 
them to compete with one another. 
There must be competition in the inter
est o~ development, of low rates and of 
use. 

We would not give atomic energy, that 
might -generate power., to the control of 
a monopoly in gas, electricity, or oil, 
however good it might be, because there 
would be no incentive to develop atomic 
energy in those circumstances. 

Mr. President. A.T. & T. has cables 
under the ocean, and a great investment 
in facilities. Other corporations have 
microwaves and radio facilities, and have 
great investments. · They would be the 
dominant ones who would control the 
new communications carrier, under the 
terms of the bill, though we should hope 
it would compete with them in the in
terests of lower rates and of better com
munications between this Nation and 
other nations, particularly the under
developed and developing nations of the 
world. 

Those corporations would not wish 
to make obsolete their existing equip
ment. We wou14 be freezing ourselves 
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into a low-orbit system. There would 
not be an incentive to go on to a better 
system, to a Syncom system, because 
that would hurt the investment in some
thing else, as Dr. Trotter has so well 
pointed out. 

I know it is said, in answer to the 
giveaway of something more valuable 
than the public domain, that the public 
would have a right to buy some amount 
of stock in the corporation. Well, that 
is something, is it not? Whoever con
ceived the idea that a right to buy a 
share of stock is coextensive with the 
rights of the taxpayers of the United 
States really thought up a good one. 

If the Panama Canal were given to 
some company, that company un
doubtedly would issue stock. The stock 
would be placed on the stock exchange, 
and if a person with $100 wished to go 
to Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith, 
he could probably buy a share of the 
stock. 

A great many people do not know any
thing about stocks and do not want to 
have anything to do with them:. Many 
people have been burned in stock trans
actions. Prices have gone down. They 
do not want to be burned a second time. 

I suggest that it is a strange procedure 
to require a taxpayer to buy stock in 
a private corporation in order to get his 
money back. Of course, we know what 
would happen. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield to the Sena
tor from North Dakota for a question. 

Mr. BURDICK. As I understand, the 
bill provides 50 percent carrier owner
ship and 50 percent public ownership. 
We hear that there may be 50 percent 
public ownership. What percentage of 
the public would own a share in the 
proposed corporation? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I should say that 
probably not more than one-tenth of 1 
percent of the public would ever own a 
share of stock. 

Mr. BURDICK. So when reference is 
made to the public, those ref erred to are 
the ones who have money and wish to 
buy stock, which would be a fractional 
part of 1 percent of the people. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Will the Senator 
state his question again? 

Mr. BURDICK. When public owner
ship is referred to, we speak only of 
members of the public who would buy 
stock, which is a fractional part of 1 
percent? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes, it would be a 
fractional percentage; $100 is a very 
high price for stock. If one examines 
the stock market quotations, he will see 
that not more than one-tenth of 1 per
cent of the stocks listed sell for that 
amount. Approximately 10 stocks in a 
thousand sell at a price over $100. 

We know what would happen, of 
course. It is not spelled out in the bill. 
We know that a corporation would have 
the right to buy 10 percent of the shares 
and that foreign countries could buy up 
to 20 percent. The rest of the stock would 
be placed in the hands of the large brok
erage firms, which would allocate the 
stock to their own customers. The buyers 
of the stock would be the large invest
ment houses, banks, and insurance com-

panies, and the taxpayers who have put 
up the money would not share in the 
ownership at all. 

Besides, I do not like the idea that in 
order for the taxpayers to get something 
back for their investment, which is be
ing given away to a private monopoly, 
they must secure for themselves a share 
of stock. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. BURDICK. More than 99 percent 
of the people would receive nothing back 
under any condition. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Ninety-nine and 
nine-tenths percent of the people would 
get nothing back under any condition. 
A great many taxpayers are very hard 
put to pay their taxes, and have noth
ing left over with which to buy a share 
of stock. 

Mr. President, there is another point 
that should be brought to the atten
tion of the Senate. The bill is really a 
cleverly drafted measure. We have ar
gued about one provision. I do not know 
why the committee did not do something 
about it. They must have thought about 
it. I shall come to this point later. The 
bill does not provide that the private 
carriers, A.T. & T. and others, should be 
required to buy one-half of the stock. 
One-half of the stock is reserved for 
them. They might not buy more than 
1 percent of the amount of stock re
served for them. They might let the 
public carry the whole load, and the 
company would still have six directors 
on the board of the proposed corpora
tion, even though it bought no stock of 
the one-half share. 

The one-half share would be reserved 
for all time to come for them. They 
might wait to see if the public would put 
up the money. If the public does put up 
the money, the communications com
panies could have principal control of the 
satellite corporation without putting up 
any appreciable amount. 

Another really clever "gimmick" is 
contained in the bill. We argued about 
the provision before the Committee of 
Commerce, the Committee on Aeronau
tical and Space Sciences, and elsewhere. 
The only stock of which the public could 
obtain a part would be the initial issue. 
A reading of the bill discloses reference 
is made to the stock initially issued. The 
company could issue $100,000 worth of 
stock, and the public might be able to 
obtain 50 percent of that stock. Of 
course, the big companies and investors 
would get most of it. The next day the 
satellite corporation could issue $1 mil
lion worth of stock, and the public would 
not be entitled to buy any of that stock. 

The bill is cleverly designed to disguise 
a giveaway that would surpass Teapot 
Dome, Dixon-Yates, and all the other 
great giveaways in the history of our Na
tion. It would be difficult for me to vote 
for the bill and then argue against give
aways. 

Our party has always taken great 
pride in being the protector of the na
tional interest. We have sought to pro
tect the national fores ts, resources, and 
assets belonging to the people of our 
great Nation. That is the history of our 

party all the way through. We have 
fought giveaways. We have fought the 
taking of taxpayers' .money and giving 
it. to a private monopoly corporation. 
In the future we shall not be able to 
argue very strongly against giveaways if 
the bill is passed. 

Mr. President, I approach a more 
lengthy part of my speech. 

Since the debate started on communi
cations satellites we have l:ieen inter
rupted several times. It is said that we 
are trying to block other proposed legis
lation. Shortly before June 30 we re
linquished a position of great strategic 
value, which we could have held, and 
forced an agreement to take the bill up 
at the next session of Congress. We re
linquished opposition because the na
tional debt limit had to be raised and 
other bills had to be passed. 

I wish to make clear again, while we 
have a fine acting majority leader in 
the Chamber, that we stand ready to 
cooperate. The bill is not before the 
Senate. The question to be decided is 
whether it will be taken up. We have 
urged the leadership not to ask that 
the bill be brought up. We have urged 
the leadership to go to some of the im
portant subjects and not paint a picture 
before the public to the effect that we 
are letting great important issues, like 
farm bills, tax bills, and trade bills, fall 
by the wayside in order to favor a private 
monopaly and give it something. 

So the decision to bring up the bill 
is not our decision. At any time the 
leadership can, by unanimous consent 
or otherwise, withdraw the motion to 
bring up the bill and go on with other 
proposed legislation in the Senate and 
bring up the communications satellite 
bill later, then we can debate the issue 
further. Perhaps such action would 
give the Foreign Relations Committee 
time to study the bill and think about it. 
It would give us time to examine into 
some other matters of great importance. 

The very poor picture that we would 
present before the country is that we 
would give a bill for the benefit of a pri
vate monopoly precedence over proposed 
legislation in the interest of farmers, 
small businessmen, taxpayers, and those 
who want to trade. . That attitude is not 
in keeping with the policy of the Demo
cratic Party. It is not like the party 
for which we campaign every year. We 
always put first the interests of the 
farmers and little people and questions 
of preserving the public domain. But 
now we are asked to hold up all those 
issues in order to try to pass a bill upan 
which there is pressure. If the bill is 
not now passed, it never will be passed 
because when the people wake up to 
what it provides, they will have no part 
of it. I feel that some review of the 
situation would be helpful in order to 
give the necessary continuity to my 
remarks. 

I am sure that we are all aware that 
NASA and A.T. & T., through their co
operative efforts, have been successful in 
getting Telstar, an active repeater satel
lite, for use in international communi
cations, into orbit. I want to congratu
late both NASA and A.T. & T. for the 
work which they have done. NASA, of 
course, has a fine record in keeping the 
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-United States · in -the forefront of the 
space race. A.T. & T. deserves credit 
for its work on this experiment. Telstar 
has already made it possible for us to 
add significantly to our knowledge of 
space communications. 

The international television broadcasts 
which we have all seen in the past 2 
weeks are an indication of the fantastic 
possibilities which satellite communica
tions offers to the whole world. The 
telephone conversations which have been 
successfully carried between this country 
and countries in Europe indicate the 
great step forward which our accom
plishments in the field of satellite com
munications represents. 

The facts themselves, the reports 
which we have seen in the newspapers 
and indeed the attitude of the American 
Telephone & Telegraph Co., all belie the 
statements which A.T. & T. continually 
made regarding the nature of satellite 
communications during the hearings 
which were held before both Senate and 
House committees. During the hearings, 
it was A.T. & T.'s view, which they 
expressed time and again, that sat
ellite communications was evolutionary, 
not revolutionary-that communications 
satellites represented nothing more than 
a cable in the sky. A.T. & T. was virtu
ally alone in expressing this attitude and 
at the time administration spokesmen as 
well as others indicated that the ap
parent . reason for playing down the po
tentialities of this· wonderful new de
velopment would be found in the fact 
that A.T. & T. had hundreds of millions 
of dollars invested in facilities which a 
rapidly developed communications satel
lite system would make obsolete. 

The reaction of the world to the de
velopment of satellite communications 
indicates that the restricted view of com
munications satellites taken by A.T. & T. 
and the other communications carriers 
simply does not represent an accurate 
understanding of where this facility will 
fit into the world scheme of things. The 
international implications of the very 
existence of satellite communications has 
become at once obvious to any thought
ful observer. 

The New York Times on July 12 of 
this year carried a story by Mr. Jack 
Gould to which I have referred, indicat
ing that the White House rather be
latedly plans to initiate a study of in.;. 
ternational communications. This study 
will examine the new opportunities and 
problems arising from the successful 
launching of Telstar. 

Several Members of the Senate, in
cluding three members of the Foreign 
Relations Committee, have repeatedly 
emphasized the need for thorough study 
of the international aspects of satellite 
communications. Statements regarding 
the importance of such a study have been 
made time and again at the committee 
hearings and on the Senate floor. The 
suggestions were stated to be unnecessary 
by proponents of the satellite bill which 
is now before us. Suggestions and rec
ommendations that the bill should be 
studied by the Foreign Relations Com
mittee were dismissed by proponents of 
this bill as being unnecessary. 

I think that the · fact that the White 
House has now seen fit to undertake a 

study of these problems vindicates the 
judgment of those who have favored a 
thorough study from the time when Con
gress first ·began to consider this prob
lem. I have made several efforts to ob
tain copies of the study mentioned in Mr. 
Gould's article, but the FCC and the 
White House staff have declined to make 
it available. Mr. Katzenbach, the Dep
uty Attorney General who has appeared 
frequently as the chief spokesman for the 
bill from the administration, indicated 
just a few days ago that he was not aware 
of the existence of this particular study. 
It seemed strange to me to learn that it 
had taken the administration so long to 
decide that a study of international 
communications in relation to satellites 
should be undertaken. 

I think it is very important that · we 
should have this study for the reasons 
that I have mentioned, particularly since 
the President's power in connection with 
the space communications satellite has 
been cut down very greatly from what 
it was originally when the administra
tion bill was first sent to Congress; also, 
inasmuch as the negotiating and super
vising power of the Department of 
State, which was in the original admin
istration bill, has been reduced very sub
stantially, so that now the State De
partment is only to be kept advised and 
only to act when it is called upon by the 
corporation; also, in view of the fact 
that about 12 of the 14 very important 
matters to be done if there is going to 
be a space communications satellite 
system must be done by the Federal 
Government; therefore it becomes very 
important to have a study-made of the 
international aspects of this subject. 

I am glad the study is now being made. 
I hoped that it might have been made 
before the bill was whittled down · to 
taking away Presidential and State De
partment powers. Certainly before we 
act on the bill we ought to have the bene
fit of the study which is now going on. 
Apparently it has ·not been completed. 
At least, I have written several letters 
trying to get as much of it as is now 
available. I wrote those letters to the 
FCC and to the White House and to 
others, but I have not been able to get 
any part of the study. · 

With respect to the bill we are discuss
ing, I feel very strongly that the powers 
which the President of the United States 
thought were necessary, when he sent 
his criterion to Congress, in order that 
he might have adequate supervision over 
the activities of the private satellite sys
tem corporation, are certainly a mini
mum in terms of what he had included 
:in the bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield without his losing his 
right t·o the floor? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I ask unanimous 
consent that I may yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota, the acting majority 
leader, without losing my right to the 
floor, and without prejudicing my 
position. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena
tor. I have heard a great deal about 
the foreign policy implications of the 
measure. A.ls the Senator knows, I have 

no particular objection to the matter .be
ing studied further by the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, provided that the For
eign Relations Committee reports it 
promptly to the Senate. It is already 
well documented that the foreign policy 
implications or the foreign policy rami
fications of the measure have been given 
very serious consideration in other 
committees. 

For example, I have a report before 
me which shows that in the Committee 
on Commerce of the Senate, George C. 
McGhee, Under Secretary of State for 
Political Affairs, discussed all aspects of 
legislation of interest to the Department 
in the conduct of foreign policy. He 
did this at the hearing on April 11, 1960. 

Again on March 30, before the Sena
tor's Subcommittee on Antitrust and 
Monopoly legislation, the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MORSE] testified, as did 
Philip J. Farley, Special Assistant to the 
Secretary of State for Atomic Energy and 
Outer Space, covering the whole area of 
foreign policy considerations. 

Again, on February 28, 1962, George 
McGhee testified and discussed the 
three aspects of the program which 
were of the most concern to the Depart
ment. He was the Presidential agent on 
the subject of international affairs. 
Also, Donald M. Wilson, Deputy Direc
tor of the U.S. Information Agency, tes
tified at the hearing of August 2, 1961. 

Mr. McGhee also testified before the 
House Committee on Interstate and For
eign Commerce on July 27, 1961. 

I point out to the Senator from Ten
nessee that because of the issue of for
eign relations raised in the debate, the 
Senator from Minnesota personally com
municated with the proper officials of the 
Department of State and asked this 
question: Are the provisions in the pro
posed legislation, found in section 201 
and section 402, which are the sections 
that relate to the foreign policy aspects 
of the proposed legislation, satisfactory 
and adequate to protect the vital in
terests of the United States of America 
in the area of negotiation relating to 
communications satellites? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. May I ask the Sen
ator · from Minnesota if he asked that . 
question before the Department changed 
its mind, or afterward? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I asked them 
about the bill before the Senate. 

The Department's representatives, Mr. 
Richard N. Gardner, who is a specialist 
in this area of the Department of State; 
Mr. Harlan Cleveland, who is an Assist
ant Secretary of State; Mr. McGhee; 
Mr. Ball; and the Secretary of State
each and every one of them-has made 
it crystal clear to the Senator from Min
nesota and to the committees of Con
gress, including the committees of the 
Senate, that these provisions are not 
only adequate but are what are required. 
Mr. McGhee, who was the responsible 
testifying officer before the committees, 
made the situation clear in response to 
the following question asked by the Sen
ator from Rhode Island: 

When you come to the specific commercia l 
or technical negotiations which would be 
conducted, these can only be done really by 
the corporation, • • • when the provisions 
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of the language offered more authority to the 
Department, we pointed this out: 

"The Department of State is not qua.lifted 
to conduct many, and there will be a great 
many, negotiations of a detailed or commer
cial nature. Indeed, the Department cannot 
assume the responsibllities involved in com
mercial negotiations." 

Mr. President, that is one of the quota
tions among thousands like this. 

Here is a letter written under date of 
June 22, 1962, to the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PASTORE] when the Senator 
asked specific questions of the Depart
ment of State which is signed by George 
C. McGhee, Under Secretary of State for 
Political Affairs: 

JUNE 22, 1962. 
DEAR SENATOR PASTORE: You have request

ed the views of the Department of State on 
the adequacy of those provisions of the 
communications satellite bill that concern 
the responsiblllty of the Government for 
conducting foreign policy. 

It is the view of the Department that 
H.R. 11040, both as reported out of the Sen
ate Committee on Commerce and as passed 
by the House of Representatives, adequately 
reflects the responslbllity of the Govern
ment for conducting the foreign policy of 
the United States. Section 201(a)4 of both 
bills provides: 

"SEC. 201. In order to achieve the objec
tives and to carry out the purposes of this 
Act--

"(a) the President shall-
" ( 4) exercise such supervision over rela

tionships of the corporation with foreign 
governments or entities or with internation
al bodies as may be appropriate to assure 
that such relationships shall be consistent 
with the national interest and foreign policy 
of the United States;". 

We agree with the interpretation of that 
section which appears on page 24 of the re
port of the Commerce Committee. The re
port states that section 20l(a)4, "recognizes 
the President's authority to take whatever 
steps he deems appropriate to assure that 
the relationships of the corporation with 
foreign governments, entitles, or interna
tional agencies are consistent with the for
eign policy of the United States. This sec
tion reaffirms the traditional responsiblllty 
of the President, and through him of the 
Department of State, for conducting foreign 
pollcy." 

In addition to the broad authority granted 
the President by section 201 (a) 4, there ls 
the authority proVlded by section 402, which 
requires the corporation to give notice to 
the Department of State when entering into 
technical business negotiations. Even with 
respect to such negotiations, the Department 
shall advise the corporation of relevant for
eign policy considerations and shall assist 
the corporation in the negotiations if re
quested to do so. We would point out that 
section 402 is limited to business negotia
tions with respect to facllities, operations or 
services. Negotiations of this character are 
carried on by private flrms in the normal 
course of business. Any agreements, how
ever, of a character which customarily call 
for approval by the Executive or the Con
gress would, in our opinion, continue to re
quire that approval. 

While we, of course, appreciate the con
cern which several Senators have shown for 
making sure that the Government, rather 
than a private corporation, conducts foreign 
policy, it is our view that H.R. 11040 does not 
derogate from the traditional responsibil
ities of the Government in this area. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE C. MCGHEE, 

Under Secretary for Political Affairs. 

I repeat: If it is the wish of the Senate 
that the Committee on Foreign Rela-

tions examine into this question, then, 
indeed, let the committee do so. But let 
us not use the Committee on Foreign 
Relations as another grave for the bill. 
If the bill is to be referred to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations for the pur
pose of examination and even amend
ment, well and good, but not for the 
purpose of delay. 

The majority leader of the Senate has 
inquired of the highest official of the 
Government as to the foreign policy im
plications of the measure; whether the 
U.S. Government would be giving away, 
under this proposal, any of its responsi
bilities in terms of negotiations with 
other nation states. The Department 
of State, speaking for the President, says 
that the bill is adequate and in no way 
derogates from the traditional responsi.:. 
bilities of the Department of State or the 
Government of the United States. 

I am a senior member of the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations. I am deeply 
concerned about this problem. The 
Subcommittee on Disarmament and 
Arms Control studied the subject of 
outer space law and international law 
several years ago. I presented papers 
to the Senate on this particular subject. 
It is not as if this area of outer space 
law is something that has not been 
looked into. Action has been taken in 
the United Nations. For months and 
years the State Department has been 
working on this subject. 

I say most respectfully that when a 
proposal such as is contained in the bill, 
has the support of the Department of 
Commerce, the Department of State, the 
Federal Communications Commission, 
the Bureau of the Budget, and the 
President of the United States, it is in
dicated that the foreign policy ramifi
cations of the legislation have been 
looked into very carefully. I cannot 
believe that President Kennedy would 
give his blessing to A.T. & T. or to some 
quasi-private-public corporation, which 
is not merely A.T. & T., as it has been 
branded, but just a private corporation 
conducting commercial activities, and 
also a public corporation, because it 
represents the Government of the United 
States, if the corporation were in any 
way going to limit or derogate from or 
in any way infringe upon the sovereign 
responsibilities of the U.S. Government in 
the field of foreign affairs. I do not see 
one iota of evidence that indicates that 
this has been done. 

To the contrary, I believe it is the 
duty of the opponents of the bill to show 
that the Department of State is against 
the bill. We who are the proponents of 
the bill say that the Department favors 
the bill. I cannot believe that Secre
tary Rusk and George C. McGhee, repre
sentatives of the President of the United 
States, would send Congress a bill and 
support a bill which would weaken the 
powers of the President in the field of 
foreign affairs. That is inconceivable 
to me. I say those who make the charge 
that the bill has not had adequate con
sideration from the foreign relations 
aspect are really challenging the judg
ment of the President and the Secretary 
of State, because the State Department 
supports the bill. I do not believe the 
Senator from Tennessee can deny that. 

The testimony of the Department of 
state is to that effect. , 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I thank the Senator 
for the question. I sincerely thank him 
for his participation in the debate. I 
do not mean to be facetious. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I did not ask the 
Senator from Tennessee to yield for a 
question; I asked him to yield for the 
purpose of a discussion. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I shall be happy to 
yield for that purpose at any time I can. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thought the 
Senator would like to do that. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I certainly would. 
I hope the Senator will ask me again. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. I am sorry that the 

Senator from Minnesota has not been in 
the Chamber all afternoon. I have dis
cussed the reasons why the present pro
visions in the bill with respect to inter
national negotiations are inadequate, are 
not in conformity with the Constitution, 
and will not work, because the delega
tion to a private corporation of the power 
to make certain agreements will mean 
that the United States will not have a 
communications satellite that will be ac
cepted by other nations. I have ex
plained these factors as best I could. 

With respect to the fact that the Com
mittee on Commerce has discussed inter
national relations in its hearings, while 
I have great respect for the chairman of 
that committee, my dear friend from 
Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON]' the fact 
that the Subcommittee on Antitrust and 
Monopoly gave some consideration to it 
is very different from the committee 
having jurisdiction of the subject giving 
it a real study. 

Neither the Commerce Committee .nor 
the Antitrust and Monopoly Subcommit
tee deal with studies of foreign-policy 
matters. We on the Antitrust and Mo
nopoly Subcommittee were interested 
only in the antitrust phases of this mat
ter, which I shall discuss later. 

I hope very much that each Senator 
will favor having a study made by the 
Foreign Relations Committee before the 
vote on this bill is taken. I think it 
would be very much in the public in
terest to have that done. It would be 
tragic if we got ourselves into a situa
tion in which we were stymied forever 
from being able to negotiate with other 
nations on so important a matter as in
ternational space communications. 

The position of those of us who oppose 
this bill is that we would like to join the 
Senator from Minnesota in giving the 
Foreign Relations Committee an oppor
tunity to study this matter expeditiously. 
Frankly, I believe the committee would 
desire to hear from certain witnesses who 
specialize in the kind of international 
law having to do with space. There are 
very few of them, as a matter of fact. 
I believe the committee would wish to 
hear about the views of other nations 
and about what has happened in the 
past. 

For example, I say to the Senator from 
Minnesota, that one very important 
point is the attitude the United Nations 
will take about matters involving space, 
including communications satellites. 
What attitude will the other nations of 
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the world take about_ their use and about 
who has a right to llave · ~atellites in 
space? _ 

The only indication I have ~ to the 
attitude of the United Nations-for, of 
course, i: am not fortunate enough to be 
a member of the Foreign ~elations co·m
mittee-is that the United Nations is 
taking the position that the use of space 
must be by sovereign nations. If that 
is -the case, any attempt to have a pri
vate corporation control the use of space 
would not succeed. 

If t he Senator from Minnesota will . 
examine the Small Business Committee 
h earings at page 115 and also the hear
ings before the Commerce Commiteee, at 
page 158-I ref er t o the testimony by the 
representative of the Department of 
State, Mr. Farley. We h ad been talk-
ing about the legal status of this m at ter; 
and Mr . F en sterwald , the staff director 
of the Antitrust and Monopoly Subcom 
mittee, asked questions of Mr. Farley, as 
follows : 

Mr. FENSTERWALD. Could you t ell us wh at 
t he status of pr ivate· property is, a t t h e 
moment, in outer space? 

Mr. FARLEY. Th~re are really two things 
tha t I could say which are pertinent . 

One is that the qu estion of the applicabil
ity of notions of property and sovereignty to 
outer space i t self and the celestial bodies was 
a matt er of d iscussion in the Un ited Na
tions a t its last session, at our in itiative, and 
there was unanimous agreement reached on 
one or two rather basic principles, one of 
which applies specifically to the question of 
ownership of a sovereign propert y in space 
an d on celestial bodies. 

This is the General Assembly r·esolu tion 
of December 20, 1961-perhaps I could just 
submit it to the reporter rather than reading 
the formidable-- · 

Senator KEFAUVER. How long is it, sir? 
Mr. FARLEY. I was planning to read the 

two sentences. I was going to give ·him the 
references · because it is a very formidable 
set of initials, numbers, and slashes. But it 
begins in its first sentence which is the 
pertinent one: · · · 

"The General Assembly, recognizing the 
common interest of mankind in furthering 
the peaceful use of_ outer space and the ur
gent need to strengthen international co
opeI"ation in this important field, believing 
tha;t the exploration and use of out er space 
should be only for the betterment of man
kind and to the benefit of states irrespective 
of the stage of their economic or scientific 
development, first, commends to states for 
their guidance in the exploration and use 
of outer space the following principles: 

"(a) International law, including the 
Charter of the United Nations, applies to 
outer space and celestial bodies; 

"(b) Outer space and celestial bodies are 
free for exploration and use by all states in 
conformity with international law and are 
not subject to n ation!:1,1 appropriation." 

Now, this resolution was cosponsored by 
the Soviet Union and by a number of other 
states and was ·unanimously endorsed. 

Senator KEFAUVER. What was the date of 
that, Mr. Farley? 

Mr. FARLEY. The 20th of December 1961 is 
the date of the resolution. 

lf I could make one more comment on 
Mr. Fensterwald's question, clearly this does 
not cover specifically what you asked about, 
which is the state of objects which are 
launched into space; at least I believe that 
was your question. 

Mr. · FENSTERWALD. My question, sir, is, 
What is the status of private property iri 
outer space? I don't know if your -reply has 
any relationship to it at all. -

Mr. FARLEY. Yes; I think it has a rather 
direct and ·major relationship, b(:lcause this · 
esta~lishes both the· principle that outer 
space and the celestial bodies are not subject 
to national appropriation, the principle that 
existing international laws applies t o them, 
so that there is a framework of law from 
which questions of property would be 
attacked. · 

Mr. FENSTERWALD. And you said that the 
resolution contained the word' "commends.'' 

Mr. FARLEY. That is right. 

And so forth. So the point I wish 
to make is that he showed that the 
thinking of the United Nations is that 
space shall be for use by all states, not 
by corporations or parts of states or 
private individuals. In that event, the 
present thinking is that it would not be 
subject to national appropriation. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator- from Tennessee yield for a 
question and possibly for a statement, 
under the terms of t he former 'unani
mous consent? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. 
Th e P R ESIDING OFFICER (Mr . 

MUSKIE in the chair) . Is there objec
t ion? Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank t h e Sen
ator from Tennessee, and also the Pre-
siding Officer . · 

The h igh seas are not n ational ·ter
r itory; they are intern ational, and there 
is international law rela t ing to the high 
seas ; and all t r eaties relating to the 
high seas refer to sovereign states, · be
cause that is the customary language of 
treaties between nations. 

Nevertheless, the United States has a 
~erchant marine which is private; it also 
h as Government-owned vessels. 

The Soviet Union has a merchant ma_
rine which is entirely Government owned 
and controlled. 

The Scandinavian countries have 
merchant marines ·which are both pri
vately and publicly owned. 

Yet the international law relating to 
the high seas applies to both public and 
private operations, because a private 
operation represents citizenship of a na
tion-state. 

Therefore, under this particular pro-_ 
posal, if a special corporation were cre
ated for the operation. of a communica
tions satellite system-a corporation 
which, by the way, would include rep
resentatives of the Government of the 
United States, appointed by the :Presi
dent of the United States, which surely 
would make it much different from 
an ordinary private corporation-that 
satellite corporation would represent, for 
purposes of com:qiunication, the citizen
ship of the United States of America. 

We have cables that go beneath the 
seas, and those cables connect with pub
licly owned telephone systems abroad. 
The telephone system here is privately 
owned. One can call from New York 
City to Moscow. A part of the commu
nication goes on cables owned by the 
telephone company. Part of the commu
nication goes through the western Euro
pean systems; owned either by pub
lic corporations or quasi-public corpora
tions. But when it gets to the Soviet 
Union, it is on a publicly owned, " and 

most likely, publicly tapped, telephone . 
line. There is no doubt about that. 

There was no real problem of interna
tional law there involved. The fact of 
the matter is that private corporations 
in this country have negotiated commer
cial arrangements for years without ever 
informing the State Department. 

Under th1s particular legislation, the 
private corporation, which is not private 
in the sense of a normal corporation, but 
which I would call a quasi-public cor
poration, must, when it negotiates com
mercial transactions, include the State 
Department as its observer, as its coun
sel, to see to it that there is no violation 
of th e foreign policy interests of the 
United States. 

I have asked the State Department the 
specific question, and I repeat t h is on my 
honor as a U.S. Senator : "Does this 
communications satellite bill violate any 
of the obligations we have un der the 
Charter of the United Nations, or the 
resolution adopt ed by the 'united Na
tions, or our understanding of iriterna..: 
tional law today, or as we see it in the 
days to come?" The answer from the 
State Departmen t is, "No, it does not 
violate the Charter, or our obligations 
under th e Char ter, or t h e resolution of 
the United Nations, or our understand
ing of internation al law as it relates to 
communicat ions between nations or be
tween groups." 

If there were· a need to further 
strengthen this section, which I do not 
believe to be the case, I would be the 
first one to join with the Senator from 
Tennessee, or with any other Senator, 
to make sure the sovereign interests of 
the United States were fully protected. 
I repeat, when we hear one say this re
fers only to States or nations, we must 
remember that in the United States the 
Government does not own or control 
everything. The Government does not 
own the radio networks. It does not own 
the telephone systems. It does not own 
Western Electric, A.T. & T., or J.T. & T. 
That there is public ownership in other 
nations is their business, but in this 
country the systems are privately owned. 
The Government does not own the ships 
of the United States, except the Navy 
ships. Shipping is privately owned, even 
when it receives Government subsidies, 
even though regulated by the Govern
ment through the Maritime Commission. 

The international airlines, Pan Amer
ican and Trans World Airlines, are 
American corporations. They negotiate 
with country after country. While they 
do not get into outer space, they get 
pretty close to it, flying 39,000 or 40,000 
feet above the earth. They travel the 
airways under international law. There 
is an international agreement, negotiat
ed with the Government of· the United 
States, and in cooperation with the pri
vate corporations. That has not caused 
us any trouble. 

As a matter of fact, what are we try
ing to export to the world? I thought 
we were trying to get to the world the 
message that the system of private, free 
economy was a wise one. I thought we 
had to demonstrate that the govern
ment did not have to own everything. I 
thought we were trying to show that 
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private citizens, working hand in hand 
with their government, could set a bet
ter pattern of economic and social rela
tionships for the world. 

Very frankly, I do not think the Gov
ernment of the United States needs to 
own all these facilities. We have worked 
out a system which is better. I am de
lighted that our airlines are privately 
owned. I am pleased that the telephone 
companies are privately owned. It is 
easier to telephone someone in this coun
try. Anyone who has telephoned some
one in Paris or London or Moscow knows 
this system works. I do not say it does 
not cost us a good deal, but it works. I 
am of the opinion that the international 
communications satellite system we are 
talking about can set a pretty good ex• 
ample for the world of how a free gov
ernment, working hand in hand with its 
people, with its investors, with its cor
porations, can produce a communica
tions satellite system that will be the 
envy of the world. 

If we are going to rely upon the Gov
ernment, we are going to lose a lot of 
talent which is available in the private 
economy. 

Since I said I would ask the Senator a 
question, I come now to that blessed 
point of my participation. I want to 
ask the Senator from Tennessee, or any 
other Senator, this question: Do the 
Senators who oppose this bill believe that 
this administration, President Kennedy, 
his Department of State, would support 
a bill in Congress-and they support this 
bill-which would jeopardize our for
eign policy, or our international rela
tions in the United Nations, or between 
the sovereign nations of the world and 
the United States? I think that is the 
issue, if we raise the foreign policy ques
tion. 

Are we to rely upon our distinguished 
colleagues, limited in number but great 
in ability, who are in opopsition, or are 
we to rely upon the President, the De
partment of State, or those who have 
testified in the name of the President? 
In this instance I am going to put my 
faith and trust in President John F. 
Kennedy, Dean Rusk, Secretary of State, 
and Under Secretary of State Mr. Mc
Ghee. I do not think these officials would 
be suggesting that this provision of the 
bill be approved if they thought it would 
jeopardize the foreign policy of this 
country or complicate our international 
relations. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I thank my distin
guished and esteemed friend from Min
nesota for the contribution he has made. 
The more I have listened to my thought
ful friend, who has such knowledge 
about these matters, the more convinced 
I am that the bill ought to go immedi
ately to the Foreign Relations Commit
tee for study. I know that in that com
mittee the Senator from Minnesota 
would ask many pertinent questions 
which would clear up many of the issues. 

If the Senator will bear with me for 
a few minutes, I shall point out some of 
the shortcomings in the very good state
ments made by the Senator from Min
nesota. 

In the first place, the State Depart
ment itself has conceded that this is an 
entirely new field. I find that lawyers 

can make a great mistake when they feel 
that law applicable to one situation is 
applicable to a new and different situa
tion. That is true here. 

The law of freedom of the seas has 
been built up over a period of 500 or a 
thousand years. It is a great body of 
law. Admittedly, to try to apply that 
law to outer space would not necessarily 
result in the same conclusion. That is 
admitted, I think, by most international 
lawyers and by the State Department. 

Another matter that is quite pertinent 
to the Senator's statement is that large 
ships are not run right over to Moscow. 
They do not go over the land of Russia 
and they do not go over the land of the 
United States. Sea is one thing; land 
is another. A satellite goes over land 
and water. It is very, very different. 

The Senator from Minnesota has said 
the United States does not control every
thing. 'I am sure the Senator has seen 
this 2,000-page symposium which was 
compiled by the Senate Committee on 
Aeronautical and Space Sciences. The 
Senator from Washington may have been 
responsible as one of the suggestors of 
the program. . 

This poses many questions with ref
erence to space; legal questions and in
ternational law questions. They all will 
have to be answered. We would be tak
ing a great chance to answer them on the 
basis that a private monopoly would 
have rights over the land of another na
tion. Perhaps it would have rights over 
the sea. 

It is said, "The United States does not 
control anything high up." The United 
States controls the radio spectrum, which 
is mighty high up. I think we all under
stand there are licenses to users of the 
radio spectrum. That is part of the ju
risdiction of the Federal Communica
tions Commission. A satellite is a me
chanical extension of the spectrum, in a 
way. 

The Senator has talked about freedom 
of . the seas and freedom to go every
where. Are the Russians free to fly their 
airplanes over the United States? What 
happened to our U-2, which was flying 
over the Soviet Union? It was 60,000 
feet high, as I recall, yet something hap
pened to it. 

There would be a great conflict. Na
tional governments have always claimed 
the right to control space up to a point. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Airspace. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. How far up is the 

airspace? What is outer space? What 
will be the uses of outer space? 

Will this space· be used by sovereigns 
alone, or will private corporations have 
rights? These are all tremendously im
partant questions. Law for the air will 
be different from law for the sea, for 
many reasons. 

The Senator said that we wanted to 
export free enterprise. I could not agree 
with him more. But would the Sena
tor call a monopoly free enterprise? 
Does the Senator not know that what we 
would be exporting is monopoly? We are 
asked to carve out from the Sherman An
titrust Act a monopoly, and to give to 
this monopoly a great national asset. 
That is the very antithesis of free enter
prise. Free enterprise involves compe
tition. With such a monopoly nobody 

could compete. The Government would 
be committed to a satellite system un .. 
der one monopaly. 

This would involve a consortium. 
Anybody who would take part would have 
to join the consortium. 

It would not do us any good to export 
monopoly, 

We know that one of the reasons urged 
by the State Department against the 
merger in 1959 of RCA, Western Union, 
and the other telegraph carriers was that 
it would hurt our prestige abroad if a 
monopoly were formed. The Senator 
remembers that incident. That is what 
we are asked to do now. These corpora
tions are to be joined together under 
Government sanction. 

We also know that when an attempted 
monopoly was stricken down in the 
Bethlehem Steel case, that helped our 
prestige abroad, according to the State 
Department. 

The Senator has said 'that everybody 
with whom he has talked says to do what 
is proposed would not hurt our interna
tional relations, and so forth. If that is 
so, why has the President of the United 
States himself, within the past 3 weeks, 
asked for a study? I do not know 
whether it was in the past 3 weeks, but it 
was reported on July 12. That is a 
recent date. 

If everybody is so well satisfied with 
the position in connection with the bill, 
why would the President of the United 
States ask for such a great study of this 
great problem? July 12 was the date. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is for future 
uses. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is what we are 
interested in-future uses. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That would be like 
saying Ford should not have made his 
automobile because the rules of the road 
had not been yet established. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I do not know about 
what the future will show. I do not know 
how extensive this field will be. I can
not find out the details. I do know it is 
admitted and reported that a study has 
been requested. Apparently the reason 
is that there must be explorations of 
things in which the President is in
terested in connection with these foreign 
matters. 

We are all in favor of going ahead 
with the technical work. That is 
analogous to the building of an auto
mobile. 

I think we ought to have a ·study of 
the subject. 

I ask when it was that the Senator 
talked with Mr. McGhee. Mr. McOhee's 
original position was that he wanted the 
State Department to have the right to 
supervise and to negotiate the big agree
ments. That is the testimony which was 
given. Why was there a change of 
mind? What brought it about? What 
were the influences? I do not know, but 
I invite the Senator's attention to that 
fact. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Would the Senator 
like to refer to page 161 of the hearings 
before the Committee on Commerce, and 
to read paragraph 2 to the Senate, from 
the testimony of Mr. McOhee? I think 
it would answer the Senator's question. 
If the Senator will read that good and 
loud, I think it will answer the question. 
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Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator reads 

better than-I do. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I should be de

lighted to do so. Will the Senator yield 
for that purpose? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion and reading. · 

Mr. HUMPHREY. For a question and 
reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator may yield with
out losing his right to the floor. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank my good 
friend. It reads as follows: 

The Department pf State, of course, has 
a special concern with those sections of the 
bill which deal with the conduct of foreign 
relations. With respect to those provisions, 
the bill reported out of the Kerr committee 
differs in some respect from the administra
tion bill, but it leaves unchanged the basic 
responsibility of the President for conduct
ing foreign policy. 

It further states: 
That responsibility would be exercised by 

supervising the relationships of the cor
poration with foreign governmenti; and in
ternational bodies to make sure that they 
were consistent with the national interest 
and with our foreign policy. 

The bill leaves the corporation free to con
duct its own business negotiations, as has 
consistently been the practice with respect 
to American communications carriers in the 
past and as the Department indicated in 
its earlier testimony should continue to be 
the case. 

It seems to me that Mr. McGhee an
swers the charges very well. What is 
more, the Committee on Commerce 
tightened the provision, so that the pro
vision relating to foreign relations meets 
with the approval of the State Depart
ment representatives. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I thank the Sen
ator for reading it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena
tor from Tennessee. I am always de
lighted to cooperate, to save the Sena
tor's almost inexhaustible energy. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Then I shall carry 
on for a while, to show the change of 
position. 

When Mr. McGhee testified before the 
House committee, he wanted the power 
to carry on the big negotiations and 
whatnot. That has been dwindled down 
and cut down. 

I point out also, Mr. President, that, 
as shown on page 17 of the hearings be
fore the Select Committee on Small 
Business, the President of the United 
States, in sending a message to the Con
gress, set out the criteria he wanted, that 
he expected. Under the "Policy of Gov
ernment Responsibility" he said: 

The U.S. Government will conduct or 
maintain supervision of international agree
ments and negotiations. 

The bill as written followed exactly 
that language. The original bill in sec
tion 402 provided: 

The corporation shall not enter into nego
tia t ions with any international agency, for
eign government, or entity without a prior 
notification to the Department of State, 
which will conduct or supervise such nego
tiations. All agreements and arrangements 
with any such agency, government, or entity 
shall be subject to the approval of the De
partment of State. 

That is exactly what the President 
asked for in his message to Congress. 
What would he be given? Section 402, 
which is in the bill sought to be con
sidered by the Senate, now states: 

SEC. 402. Whenever the corporation shall 
enter into business negotiations with re
spect to facilities, operations, or services au
thorized by this Act with any international 
or foreign entity, it shall notify the Depart
ment of State of the negotiations, and the 
Department of State shall advise the cor
poration of relevant foreign policy considera
tions. Throughout such negotiations the 
corporation shall keep the Department of 
State informed with respect to such con
siderations. The corporation may request 
the Department of State to assist in the ne
gotiations, and that Department shall ren
der such assistance as may be appropriate. 

That is a far cry from what the Presi
dent requested. Let us look at the com
parison. The President stated in his 
message setting forth the original pro
posed section 402 that the State Depart
ment should conduct and supervise ne
gotiations and the corporation should 
not enter into any agreements without 
the consent of the State Department. 
Any agreements would be void unless ap
proved by the State Department. 

What provision does the bill now con
tain? If the corporation should enter 
into an agrement, it would merely notify 
the State Department. The State De
partment could do nothing about it. If 
the corporation should enter into agree
ments, it would keep the Department of 
State informed. The State Department 
would not come into the picture of the 
negotiations at all unless requested by 
the corporation to do so. 

If I ever saw the substitution of a pri
vate corporation for the work of the De
partment of State, that is it. Of course, 
that arrangement could be satisfactory, 
but really would not meet the President's 
requirements. No wonder there is such 
an upheaval in the State Department 
about it. 

I have always had great respect for a 
thoughtful and intelligent columnist who 
knows a great deal about international 
affairs and has a way of getting most ac
curate information. In today's issue of 
the Washington Evening Star, Doris 
Fleeson writes about the space communi
cations satellite. Among other things, 
she said: 

Yet the same colleagues seem willing to 
take on trust from them a pioneering ven
ture about which the State and Justice De
partments have doubts. So is President 
Kennedy. 

State Department doubts center on the 
provision in the bill which suggests that the 
satellite corporation m ay carry on business 
negotiations abroad, merely advising State 
what it was doing. Justice looks askance, 
for the reason that the American Telephone 
& Telegraph Co., itself a monopoly, would 
have a dominant position in the new opera
t ion. 

Wl:J.y such doubts are not more freely 
expressed is unclear. The President ob
viously does not consider them of sufficient 
importance to inject them as still another 
troublesome factor in his war with the con
gressional standing committees. 

So far, Senators are not troubling to listen 
to the arguments of the filibusterers. 

That shows the authenticity and sub
stantial accuracy of what Mrs. Fleeson 
had to say. 

The galleries were seeing a flrst--the first 
woman Senator to filibuster, MAURINE NEU
BERGER-

The Senator from Oregon [Mrs. NEu..: 
BERGER] was merely making a · long; · in
telligent, and persuasive speech. I 
thought it was a very good one, and the 
people in the galleries got a great deal 
out of it. 
but with only a bored colleague or two on 
the floor, she conserved her strength by 
barely raising her voice. 

. I had reached the point of saying that 
at the very minimum the President 
ought to have the power of negotiation. 
I do not know how successful we shall be 
at the International Conference in 1963 
or other conferences in obtaining inter
national agreements, if the principal 
burden of our representation is to be 
carried by private corporations. 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HuKPHREY] talked about international 
cables. There are agreements concern.:. 
ing cables. That is true. Largely such 
agreements are bilateral, that is, between 
a company in our country and the Brit
ish Post Office Co., for example. 

But this proposal, is something new. · 
The agreement must be multilateral. If 
the agreement is to be successful, all the 
nations of the world will be involved. I 
point out that in connection with com
mercial cables the State Department 
and the President have the power that 
they asked for in the original satellite 
bill. I shall read Mr. Webb's language, 
I remember his testimony on the point. 

The President, through the State De
partment, in connection with commer
cial cables, has greater power to ,super
vise and direct the negotiations than is 
provided in the space communication 
satellite bill. 
· In connection with commercial cables 
·the State Department has the same 
power the President asked for but did 
not receive. I will prove that statement 
by Mr. McGhee's testimony before the 
Committee· on Aeronautical and Space 
Sciences of the Senate at page 178. He 
was talking to the chairman: 

The CHAIRMAN. The proposed language, 
-section 402 of S. 2814, says, "The Corpora
_tion shall not enter into negotiations with • 
any international agency, foreign govern,. 
ment, or entity without a prior notification 
to the Department of State, which will con
duct or supervise such negotio.tions. All 
agreements and arrangements with any such 
agency, government, or entity shall be sub
ject to the approval of the Department of 
State." 

Does that soun d to you like the authority 
to be of assistance to them? 

. Mr. McGHEE. Senator, this is already the 
situation with respect to cable agreements, 
that they h ave to be approved by the De
partment of State,-presumably for somewhat 
the same reasons as envisaged in this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Show me that law. 
Mr. MCGHEE. It is the Communications 

Act that so provides, Mr. DeWolf tells me. 
We can get the reference for you. 

So, Mr. President, cable agreements 
must be approved by the Department of 
State. The President, through the De
partment of State, has the power for 
which he asked in connection with space 
communications. But in the case of 
international space communications, 
which will be a thousand times more 
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important and which will be multilateral 
and not bilateral, the State Department 
would merely be notified of the under
stancangs and kept informed. It would 
have no right of veto whatsoever. 

It is not right, it is not going to stand 
up. I note that a great many telephone 
workers are getting interested in oppos
ing the bill. They are good people. I 
have here a copy of a telegram which 
was originally sent to the leadership, the 
Senator from Montana and the Senator 
from Minnesota, and they have given me 
permission to read it. It reads: 

The Federation of Telephone Workers of 
Pennsylvania urges the shelving pro tempore 
of the "communications by satellite" legisla
tion to avoid destruction of the Democratic 
Party in Pennsylvania this November. 

It is signed by the executive board of 
the Federation of Telephone Workers of 
Pennsylvania. 

I have before me a long recitation by 
Mr. I. C. Glendenning, vice president and 
chief negotiator of the Federation of 
Telephone Workers of Pennsylvania, 
setting out substantial reasons why they 
are against this bill. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am very happy to 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
.Texas for· a question. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I wish to com
_mend the distinguished senior Senator 
from Tennessee for the very outstanding 
service he is performing here and the 
excellent way in which he has held hear
ings before the Antitrust and Monopoly 
Subcommittee on the bill. He is reading 
some communications from persons and 
organizations opposed to this giveaway. 
I merely wish to ask him whether he is 
conversant with the resolution unani
mously adopted at the convention re
cently held by the AMVETS, in opposi
tion to the bill. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I was not familiar 
;with that fact. I know that the AMVETS 
give very thoughtful consideration to all 
legislative proposals. · 

They are a group which studies pro
posals, and their very fine counsel always 
deserves serious consideration by legis
lators. Certainly, I did not know about 
any such resolution. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President 
will the Senator yield for a question? ' 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. I have the reso

lution in the office. I do not have it with 
me on the floor. I should like to ask the 
distinguished Senator from Tennessee 
whether he agrees with a telegram which 
I have received from Albuquerque, N. 
_Mex., which reads as follows: 

ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEX,, July 31, 1962. 
Senator RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
Democrat, Texas, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O.: 

Your fight to protect the American people 
from big space communications giveaway is 
a gallant one. The money offer by the in
dustry is only pittance of the engineering 
.cos~ of putting communication satellites into 
space. 

JACK BLACXBUB.N. 

Does the distinguished Senator from 
Tennessee agree with that sentiment? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I agree with that 
well-worded telegram. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I should like to 
ask the distinguished senior- Senator 
.from Tennessee whether he agrees with 
a telegram which I received from San 
Antonio, Tex., and which reads as fol
lows: 

SAN ANTONIO, TEX., July 31, 1962. 
Senator RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O.: 

Please don't let •'Ma" Bell control any more 
than she does now. Fabrication of payload 
ls small fraction of total cost project Telstar; 
as one whose taxes helped establish launch 
facilities, I bitterly resent giveaway my in
terest to A.T. & T. Urge $100 public shares. 

RAY W. WARE, M.D. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I agree with those 
sentiments. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. My question to 

the distinguished Senator from Tennes
see is this. I have another telegram 
which I received from El Paso, Tex. It 
reads: 

EL PASO, TEX., July 30, 1962, 
Senator YARBOROUGH, 
-U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O.: 

Approve heartily of your work. Please 
continue. 

Respectfully, 
ROY 8. SHILLING. 

Does the Senator agree with those 
sentiments? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; I believe that 
Mr. Shilling is quite right. I hope the 
Senator will answer Mr. Shilling that 
we are continuing the fight. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I will answer 
the telegram in accordance with the 
suggestion of the distinguished Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Will he yield for a further question? 
Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for another 

question. 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Here is another 

telegram, which reads as follows: 
SAN ANTONIO, TEX., July 31, 1962. 

Hon. RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
Washington, D.O.: 

Please give all help possible to defeat 
satellite bill. 

HARRY VERBERNE. 

Does the Senator agree- with those 
sentiments? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; I do. These 
telegrams are along the same line of 
30 or more telegrams that we have 
received in our office. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. I say to the dis

tinguished Senator with all modesty, 
not attempting to take credit for what 
feeble efforts I have made, that the dis
tinguished Senator from Tennessee has 
done his utmost to have enacted a bill 
which will be from the standpoint of the 
American people. To illustrate the 
sentiments of the American people on 
this matter, here is a telegram from 
Corpus Christi, Tex. Does the Senator 

from Tennessee agree with these senti
ments, in general: 

CORPUS CHRISTI, TEx., July 28, 1962. 
Senator RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
Senate Office Bldg., 
Washington, D.O.: 

We sincerely appreciate the excellent job 
you are presently doing to prevent a total 
giveaway of the public communications 
satellite program to private interest. Your 
efforts are in the finest tradition of genuine 
statesmanship and our democratic heritage. 
Please continue the good work and know 
that you have our unqualified support. 

Regards, 
Mr. and Mrs. L. L. DALY. 

Does the distinguished Senator agree 
with the sentiments contained in the 
telegram, not with what these people say 
about the efforts I have put forth? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I agree with the 
sentiments, and I wish enthusiastically 
to say that I believe their expression 
about the Senator from Texas is correct, 
because I know before the Antitrust and 
Monopoly Subcommittee and the Space 
Committee and the Commerce Commit
tee, and in every forum, the Senator 
from Texas has raised the strongest and 
most persuasive voice against this bill. 
He deserves the thanks of the American 
people. I am sure they will recognize 
his able leadership in this matter. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a further·ques
tion? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. The · distin

guished Senator from Tennessee is en
titled to more credit than anyone . else 
with respect to the primary authorship 
of the bill to provide for Government 
ownership of space satellites. Predicated 
on that, my question to the distinguished 
Senator is this: Does he not believe that 
·this representative group, whose tele
grams have been· handed to me since I 
left the floor this afternoon, show the 
value of the debate in the Senate in get
ting information to the people of this 
country about the issue involved here, 
which the Senator's colleague from 
Tennessee has described as being the 
most tra:pscendent issue in the United 
States since he has been a Member of 
·the Senate? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Not only are the 
American people alarmed, as are also 
various organizations, but if the Sena
tor had an opportunity to talk with a 
number of Members of the House of 
Representatives, as I have, he would have 
found in the first place that the nine 
Members who voted against the bill are 
very proud of the position they took. I 
have talked to some other House Mem
bers and they have told me, "We did not 
consider it thoroughly enough over here. 
-It was put up in a hurry. It went 
through on a 4-hour rule. We did not 
get to consider it thoroughly." This is a 
.very intricate matter. Several Mem
bers have expressed regret that they did 
not know more about it. If they had, 
they would have voted against the bill. 

The Senator has been speaking about 
Texas. I have gained a very high im
_pression of Mr. HENRY GONZALEZ, who is 
a new Member of Congress from Texas. 
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If the Senator will look at pag·e 15078 of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, he will find 
an excellent summation of the opposi
tion against the bill. It is one of the best 
I have seen. Mr. GONZALEZ said: 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, a few weeks 
ago I was one of nine Members in this 
body who voted against the space commu
nications satellite bill which was then sup
ported by the vast majority of the House. 

Mine was a rather lonesome-looking posi
tion, to be one of only nine. Yet, I did not 
really feel lonely in taking my stand. 

However, any man is going to take another 
look at his position when the overwhelming 
majority of his colleagues go contrary to his 
position. I confess I have taken another 
look at my vote, and today I can say that I 
am more resolutely convinced than before 
·that I did the right thing. . 

I voted against the creation of a corpora
tion to be franchised by this body which 
would be favored by giving to it the biggest 
giveaway in our history. It was proposed 
that we give it the right to develop, manage, 
and exact profit from a system of space com
munication satellites. 

I was appalled at this suggestion, for it 
struck me as highly inappropriate that this 
Government should approach the develop
ment of outer space in much the same way 
·that the kingdoms of Europe conceived of the 
development of this continent 300 or 400 
years ago. It seemed inappropriate that we 
should approach the potential of our space 
interests in the same forms as were used in 
creating the Hudson's Bay Trading Co. to 
exploit the continent, or John Jacob Astor's 
American Fur Co., or the British East India 
Co., the British Mahogany Co., or any of the 
others. 

We have spent many years and undergone 
many trials in extricating ourselves from 
the involvement of private and Government
·sponsored corporations that were once used 
to exploit undev~loped areas, and even to 
create nations where none had existed be
fore. Our history has often been troubled aa 
-the result of our people being involved in 
commitments and actions on the part of 
corporate groups who did not necessarlly 
.have the same interest that the American 
people had. 

Yet, there is strong feeling in this Congress 
that we should take a course that would lay · 
ourselves open to repeating past errors on 
this score. 

This ts what I make of the communica
tions satellite bill and I am heartened that 
under the deliberate processes of the other 
body this bill is receiving careful scrutiny. 
It should be scrutlntzed, for in addition to 
being an unwarranted giveaway it is latent 
with danger. 

There is an additional comment that 
should be made to those who have argued 
that although A.T. & T. and its associated 
bodies would undoubtedly end up with effec
tive control of this Government-sponsored 
corporation, this is not objectionable since, 
after all, A.T. & T. is itself owned and run by 
the people of the United States -through 
widespread stockownership and the election 
of managers by such stockowners. 

This argument is more folltlore than fact 
and this became ludicrously evident in a 
recent picture carried in the Washington 
Post. The picture was of a stockholders' 
meeting of this giant corporation. It showed 
the few rows of filled seats in a veritable sea 
of empty auditorium chairs. 

The empty chairs that spread out of the 
range of the ca.mera lens were for the absent 
stockholders. And their very absence re
vealed.. the fiction ot control by widespread 
ownership. 

Let us not -perpetuate .this :fiction further 
and use it to delude ourselves into thinking 
that the sheer number of stockholders pro
vides any ·assurance of responsive or respon
sible control in the public interest. 

· · It is wrong for this Congress to give the 
property and the sovereignty of the people 
to this private corporate body. We won this 
argument when the Atomic Energy Commis
sion was established a few years ago and this 
new atomic power was held in trust for the 
people. Let us not lose it now with this 
latest technological breakthrough on com
munications. 

I say it is good that the Senate is moving 
with caution on this measure. This is not 
the day and time to revive the Hudson Bay 
Co. America should speak for itself in deal
ing with other nations and not delegate this 
to private corporation executives. 

Most important, we are the trustees of 
what belongs to the American people. We 
cannot fulfill our trust by franchising out 
the property and prerogatives of the people 
for private profit. 

To my way of thinking, that is one of 
the finest statements I have ever read. 
I congratulate Representative GoNZALEZ 
and compliment him upon it. I hope the 
Senator from Texas will tell him of the 
appreciation of at least several Senators. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the senior Senator from Tennessee 
yield for a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Does the· dis
tinguished Senator from Tennessee agree 
with me that Representative HENRY B. 
GONZALEZ, in this fine statement, has 
made one of the finest expositions that 
have been made in explaining the po
sition for the representation of the people 
through the public ownership of com
munications satellites? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I certainly do. I 
think it is an excellent statement. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the distinguished Senator from Ten
nessee yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER . . I yield for another 
question. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Does the distin
guished Senator from Tennessee believe, 
as I do, that the nine Members of the 
House who voted against this great give
away to a monopoly are very proud of 
their action? Did the Senator from Ten
nessee observe in the Chamber '.Repre
sentative LESTER JOHNSON, of Wisconsin, 
a Member of the House who is filled with 
pride because he is one of the nine Mem
bers of the House who voted against the 
bill? Did the Senator from Tennessee 
know that Representative GONZALEZ also 
appeared in this Chamber, at the other 
door, likewise filled with pride at the 
fact that he also voted against the bill? 
Does the Senator from Tennessee take 
pride in the fact that those Members of 
the House are extremely proud of the 
fact that what they did was the proper 
thing? Does the Senator from Tennes
see believe that many other Members 
of the House wish that they had voted 
against the bill and would do so again if 
they had the chance to vote on it again? 
· Mr. KEFAUVER. The Members of 
the House who voted against the bill, and 
with whom I have talked, are proud 

of the position which they took. I saw 
Representative LESTER JOHNSON in the 
Chamber today. He is an outstanding 
Representative from Wisconsin. He is 
a courageous man. I did not know that 
Representative GONZALEZ was here at the 
same time. I certainly would have liked 
to meet him. I want both those gentle
men to know that I admire their work 
and their courage in Congress. I think 
it is interesting and encouraging to know 
that even though they were beaten down 
and lost badly in the House, they are 
still interested in making speeches and 
making insertions in the RECORD concern
ing this subject. I know that a great 
many Members of the House wish they 
could have a new look at this proposal. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield for a 
question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques~ 
tion. 

Mr. BURDICK. I remind the distin
guished Senator from Tennessee that 
not only is Texas being heard from; 
North Dakota also is being heard from. 
The mail I have been receiving has been 
very favorable to the position taken by 
the opponents of the bill. Today I re
ceived a telegram from Stanley M. 
Moore, assistant to the president of the 
North Dakota Farmers Union, the larg
est farm organization in my State of 
North Dakota. I ask the Senator from 
Tennessee if he does not agree with the 
following sentiments expressed by Mr. 
Moore: 

JAMESTOWN, N. DAK., JU.l1J 31, 1962. 
Hon. QUENTIN BUltDICK. 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

We extend to you the grateful thanks of 
grateful people of our membership for your 
courageous fight in the Senate to retain the 
benefits and control of international com
munications for the people who have al- . 
ready footed the major financial part of the 
research and creation of this dramatic 
achievement. International instantaneous 
television and telephone service can make 
a great and lasting contribution to the world 
peace and understanding. We agree with 
you and your colleagues that even greater 
achievements are possible and that the Na
tion needs the full and open debate you are 
conducting in the Senate so that wise and 
thoughtful decisions can be made in the na
tional and international interest. Please ex
tend to your colleagues our thanks and our 
views. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think that is an 
excellent telegram from a most thought
ful citizen of North Dakota. He is a 
farm leader of great intelligence. I 
thoroughly agree with his views. 

Mr. BURDICK. I noticed in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD a statement by Rep
resentative LESTER JOHNSON, with whom 
I served in the House. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; Representative 
JOHNSON made a statement which ap
pear3 in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORrr. I 
have forgotten at what page. Will the 
Senator from North Dakota refer to the 
page? 

Mr. BURDICK. Representative JOHN
SON'S statement appears on pages A5845 
and A5846 of the daily CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 
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Mr. KEFAUVER. Representative 
JOHNSON has been very much interested 
in opposing the bill. As I have said, 
he is a thoughtful Member of Congress. 
As I recall, he placed in the RECORD, 
following his statement, an article that 
had been written concerning the sub
ject. 

Mr. BURDICK. Yes; the article is en
titled "The Big Space Giveaway." 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It was published in 
the Progressive magazine, was it not ? 

Mr. BURDICK. I believe that is cor
rect. 

Mr. President, if it is proper to do so 
at this point, I ask unanimous consent 
that the article entitled "The Big Space 
Giveaway," written by Michael Padnos, 
and published in Progressive magazine 
for May 1962, be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 
· There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
·as follows: 

In a few short years, worldwide television 
of excellent quality will be a reality; radio 
will reach clearly and static free halfway 
around the globe; a 10,000-mile telephone 
call will come through as distinctly as if it 
were from next door. This giant step for
ward in communications, with all its rami
fications in international relations, is possi
ble because of the Federal Government's 
multibillion dollar satellite program. The 
system will depend on a number of satellites 
endlessly orbiting the globe at a height of 
several hundred or several thousand miles 
receiving radiomagnetic messages of all 
kinds, and relaying them directly to any 
point on earth. 

No one seriously questions the need to 
build a communications satellite system. 
Not only would it be reassuring to beat the 
Soviet Union in an exciting and peaceable 
contest, but a satellite system would more 
effectively and efficiently replace costly earth
bound communications facilities and pro
vide an economical means of opening up the 
large number of television, telephone, and 
data-processing channels essential to meet 
the vast expansion in international com
munications expected during the next few 
years. 

From a technical point of view, the prob
lems involved in building such a system are 
not overwhelming. The rocketry hurdles are 
largely surmounted, and an apparently 
feasible plan for th.e communications aspects 
has been sketched by Government and pri
vate experts who have worked together on 
the problem under Federal programs. The 
scientists describe the system as one in 
which two or three active satellites (i.e., 
containing equipment for receiving and 
transmitting, instead of merely passively 
reflecting, messages from earth) would orbit 
around the earth at the Equator high enough 
so that at least one would always be in line 
of sight from every point on the entire 
globe, thus permitting the straight-line 
sending and receiving which is required for 
transmission of radio waves. The satellites 
would, ideally, be synchronized with the 
speed of the earth's rotation, to make them 
stationary in relation to the ground. 

There is also general agreement that this 
approach is preferable, in terms of both 
the longrun economy and the potentially 
greater number of channels, to the alterna
tive course advocated by American Tele
phone & Telegraph, which would require 
launching a large number (estimates vary 
from 30 to 400) of small satellites to circle 
the earth at a low (100 to 3,000 miles) alti
tude in random orbits; such a system is not 
favored because it would require costly 
ground stations to search the skies for the 
randomly flying satellites and many expen-

sive launchings to mount the large number 
of artificial bodies. 

The political questions, however, are more 
difficult to answer. They were first raised 
publicly in a report made to the Federal 
Communications Commission by an ad hoc 
committee of members of the communica
tions carrier industry-telephone, telegraph, 
and other companies in the business of 
sending and receiving communications elec
tronically. 

Briefly, the industry committee's report 
recommended that the operation and man
agement of a space communications system 
be turned over to a nonprofit corporation 
owned by those international communica
tions carriers willing to put up at least 
$500,000 in equity. The corporation would 
have a board of directors composed of not 
more than two representatives from each 
company and three representatives from the 
public, the latter to be appointed by the 
President. Each carrier would be permitted 
to own its own ground .stations and a cer
tain number of communications channels, 
the channels to be allocated without charge 
to the investors in ratio to the equity con
tributed to the corporation. If a carrier 
should wish to exceed its pro rata quota 
of channels, it would be assessed a rental 
fee which would then be redivided among 
the other carriers. Finally, the equity con
tributions to the new corporation would be 
made part of the rate base of the contribut
ing companies so that the investment would 
be chai:ged off against other services pro
vided by the owners. In brief: 10 big in
ternational communications carriers pro
posed that they own, operate, and allocate 
channels used by the communications satel
lites in return for which they agreed to 
contribute part of the cost of mounting the 
system. Their total promised contribution 
was and ls $78 milllon; it should be noted 
that the Government has already $471 mil
lion on this program and a total of more 
than $25 billion on other relevant research 
and development. 

Indeed, at first glance the administration's 
bill seemed a more public-spirited approach 
to the problem. That measure proposed to 
establish a private corporation with two 
classes of stock: a dividend-bearing voting 
stock class A, which was to be available to 
the general public ( or at least those mem
bers of the public who could afford the stock 
at $1,000 a share), and class B stock which 
could be purchased only by the communica
tions carriers. Any single company would 
h ave been able to own a maximum of 15 
percent of the aut~orized or 25 percent of 
the outstanding class A shares, and owner
ship in class B stock, which presumably 
counted as a part of the investing company's 
rate base, would have been convertible to 
class A shares. Curiously, in the President's 
discussions of the bill, he has acknowledged 
that the $1,000 share price was specifically 
intended to exclude the general public. 

But because ·the class A stock would be 
issued only at the discretion of the corpora
tion and would be unattractive to the public 
because of the high unit price (plus the 
more important fact that it would pay no 
dividends for many years), the most prob
able result of this proposal would be that 
at least a controlling share of the stock 
would have been purchased by A.T. & T. and 
two or three other corporations it controls or 
dominates. Furthermore, A.T. & T. could 
also be expected to dominate the class B 
shares, because it is the only company with 
both the desire and sufficient resources-
assets larger than General Motors, Standard 
Oil of New Jersey, and Ford Motor Co. com
bined-to make the required large invest
ment. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, the 
article is a good one, and I am glad 
it has been included in the RECORD. 

Representative GONZALEZ ref erred to 
the fact that although A.T. & T. has 
many stockholders, that does not mean 
that those 2 million individuals have 
much voice in the control of the com
pany or that they know anything 
about space communications satellites. 
A.T. & T. has 22:? million sha::-es of stock. 
outstanding. However, the board of di
rectors and the management of A.T. & T. 
have always been able to be self-per
petuating. Although among themselves 
they do not own a very large proportion 
of the total amount of A.T. & T. stock, 
the amount they own and the proxies 
they are able to vote enable them to per
petuate themselves, year after year, as 
the directors and officers of A.T. & T. 
Yet the management of A.T. & T. has 
only 18-,000 shares of stock, out of the 
total of 223 million-or less than one
hundredth of 1 percent. However, that 
ownership is sufficient to enable them to 
perpetuate themselves in control of the 
company. 

So in this case, Mr. President, even 
though there would be cumulative vot
ing in connection with the publicly 
owned part of the stock proposed to be 
issued by the proposed corporation, one 
corporation would get 10 percent, and 
two corporations would get 10 percent 
_each; the other shares would be spread 
out, with a share here and a share there; 
but if one corporation owned 10 percent 
or two corporations owned 20 percent, 
that would be sufficient to make it pos
sible for that corporation or those two 
corporations to elect all the directors. 

There has been another significant 
change in the section relating to the role 
which the President shall play with re
gard to the private satellite corporation. 
The original version of S. 2814 provide1 
that the President would determine the 
most constructive role for the United 
Nations in connection with the develop
ment of the U.S. portion of a global 
satellite system. 

Also, Mr. President, in the message 
which the President sent to Congress, the 
same suggested criteria were set forth, as 
I recall, as follows: 
B. POLICY OF THE GOVERNMENT RESPONSIBILITY 

In addition to its regulatory responsibili
ties, the U.S. Government will: 

* * • • • 
8. Examine with other countries the most 

constructive role for the United Nations, in
cluding the ITU, in international space com
munications. 

The President of the United States was 
entirely correct in wishing to see about 
the role of the United Nations in con
;nection with space communications. 
After all, even with all its shortcomings, 
the United Nations is our best chance of 
having peace in the world. It is the 
only organization in which representa
tives of practically all the nations of the 
world sit down and talk things over. It 
is the only organization in existence in 
which there is any chance to build up 
understandings about space communica
tion and about having a truly interna
tional space system. So the United 
Nations must have a role in this develop
ment. 

Furthermore, in order to give addi
tional strength to the United Nations, I 
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should like to see it have as large a part 
as possible in connection with matters of 
this kind. The United Nations must be 
a force which will be built up in the 
interest of peace. 

Mr. President, as this provision ap
peared in the bill, it merely fallowed out 
the recommendation of the President 
that we work with the United Nations. 
It was in no way an effort to preempt 
any decisions or determinations which 
might appropriately be made by the 
United Nations itself. Instead, this rep
resented a recognition of the fact that a 
satellite communications system is by its 
inherent nature an international under
taking, that our operational system 
which will bring the full potential ben
efits to all the peoples of the world must 
of necessity be established through the 
cooperative efforts of many nations. 

The communications systems of most 
nations of the world are governmentally 
owned and, with the exception of the 
United States, experimentation in the 
field of communications for our earth 
satellites is being undertaken by govern
mental agencies exclusively. 

It is only reasonable to assume that 
some consideration should be given to 
the role which the United Nations might 
eventually play in connection with the 
satellite communications system. It is 
entirely fitting that the President should 
consider what role the United Nations 
might eventually play, and it was alto
gether fitting that language to that effect 
was included in the bill creating· the 
agency which would own and operate 
the U.S. portion of a satellite system. 

But what happened? The references 
to the United Nations in both the Senate 
bill and the House bill were deleted, and 
the President's recommendation in that 
connection was removed; · and at .the 
present time the bill does not include 
such a provision. That is another rea
son why the bill should be referred to 
the Foreign Relations Committee
namely, to have it determine what role 
it believes the United Nations should 
play in connection with this very im
portant matter. 

Mr. President, I object to the deletion 
of the language relating to a considera
tion of the role of the United Nations in 
worldwide communications. If there is 
any danger that the wording of the 
_original bill would prove offensive to the 
United Nations, or to the member na
tions, then the language should be 
changed in order to avoid any misunder
standing. It is by no means the inten
tion of the President of the United 
States, I feel sure, to try to tell the 
United Nations what its role should be. 

There is every reason to believe that 
the United States can, through coopera
tion with other nations, help to stimu
late and encourage this development. 
The current negotiations between the 
United States and the Soviet Union in 
an effort to achieve better relationships 
in connection with the communications · 
satellite problem, and the use of satel
lites in connection with the study of 
weather and for mapping and for ocean
ographic services, are further indica
tions to me of the necessity for coopera
tion between the nations in connection 
with this program. 

Furthermore, what the FCC finds out 
in the course of its study for the Presi
dent should be known; and I hope a 
study will be made of the proper role of 
the United Nations in connection with 
this development. 

We know that our very able Ambas
sador to the United Nations, our es
teemed friend and the standard bearer 
of the Democratic Party, Adlai Steven
son, and the Chairman of the Fed
eral Communications Commission, Mr. 
Minow, are old friends and law partners, 
and I am certain that there will be some 
interesting discussions of the role of the 
United Nations. Obviously the Con
gress should have the benefit of them. 

In the section relating to the powers 
of the President there is a further pro
vision which deserves comment at this 
time. 

¥r. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the distinguished senior Senator 
from Tennessee yield to me for a ques
tion? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Texas for a ques
tion. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. This question 
1s based upon a former question. We 
did not have the documentary evidence 
available at that time. The distin
guished senior Senator from Tennessee 
will recall that earlier I asked him if 
he was aware of the fact that the Amer
ican Veterans Committee, an organiza
tion of World War II veterans, had 
opposed the private ownership bill and 
was in favor of Government ownership 
of space communications satellites, and 
his answer was in the negative. He 
expressed a desire to see the resolution. 
Since then it has reached the floor. I 
desire to read it and, predicated upon 
it, put a question to the Senator from 
Tennessee. 

I will ask the Senator from Tennessee 
to bear with me while I read this 
transmittal. It is a letter to me dated 
July 27, 1962, and is on the letterhead 
of the American Veterans Committee: 

AMERICAN VETERANS 00MMI'lTEE, 
Washington, D.C., July 27, 1962. 

Senator RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH: Thank you for 
sending a copy of your testimony before the 
Senate Antitrust and Monopoly Subcommit
tee on Space Satellite Communications. 

It was because of reasoning such as yours 
that we took the position we communicated 
to you, after our recent national convention. 

Once again you are contributing to the 
general interest of the American people. 

Sincerely, 
J. ARNOLD FELDMAN, 

Executive Director. 

Attached to the letter is a National Af
fairs Commission resolution on a com
munication satellite system, adopted by 
the 15th national convention of the 
American Veterans Committee on June 
1, 2, and 3, 1962, which I read: 
REsOLUTION ON A COMMUNICATIONS SATELUTE 

SYSTEM BY AMERICAN VETERANS COMMITTEE, 
NATIONAL .AFFAms COMMISSION 

I. A communications satellite system will 
have a revolutionary impact not only upon 
world communications but also upon many 
other aspects of our lives. The known ap
plications are tremendous, and many poten
tial uses have not yet been fully determined. 

II. Research a.nd development !or the es
tablishment of a communications satellite 
system have been financed primarily through 
public tax funds: most importantly, about 
$25 billion !or the development of our over
all space capabilities. It is estimated that 
through 1963 alone, the Department of De
fense and NASA will have spent $471 mil
lion on the specific development of com
munications satellite systems. 

m. Despite the overwhelming preponder
ance of public funds in the development of 
space satellite communications, all but 3 of 
some 16 pending bills on this subject would 
result in effective control of the system by 
private communications carriers. with at 
least the following probable unfortunate re
sults: 

(a) Some of the revenues of the system, 
all of which should be devoted to making 
the system most economical and effective 
and to recouping the huge investment of the 
taxpayers, would be diverted to private
profit ends. 

(b) American Telephone & Telegraph Co., 
because of its vastly greater resources and 
power, would dominate any corporation 
owned by private carriers. 

(c) Because many private communications 
carriers are also equipment manufacturers, 
there would be a tendency to purchase equip
ment within that industry, to the detriment 
of competition and independent business 
opportunity. 

(d) By adding investments in the securi
ties of the satellite system corporation to 
their rate bases. private communications car
riers would be able to charge higher rates 
!or existing communications services. 

( e) Because of their natural desire to pro
tect investment in existing communications 
systems from obsolescence, private carriers 
could be expected to control and impede the 
pace of technological developments in a sat
ellite system until investments in older sys
tems were paid out. 

IV. In order to protect the public invest
ment in space satellite development, and to 
protect the public from monopoly exploita
tion or control of a space satellite communi
cations system, AVC urges the establishment 
of a system owned and controlled by the 
United States. The bill introduced by Sen
ator KEFAUVER, S. 2890, foremost among the 
numerous bllls on the subject, is fully con
sistent with the approach we approve and 
recommend. 

My question to the distinguished Sen
ator from Tennessee is, Does he agree 
with the resolution of the American Vet
erans Committee? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think it is an ex
cellent resolution. It shows, also, that 
they have done their homework; that it 
is not merely a general statement of 
opposition; that they have analyzed the 
provisions of the bill, and what is in
volved, and have given it a great deal of 
study. It evidences the fact that it must 
have been discussed and understood. I 
think it is a very thoughtful and well
·prepared resolution, and I am very glad 
the Senator from Texas has brought it to 
the floor and has read it. 

I note that the accompanying letter is 
signed by J. Arnold Feldman, executive 
director of the American Veterans 
Committee, known as AMVETS. This is 
the kind of consideration and reaction 
that will be forthcoming as time goes on, 
in my opinion. As. thoughtful people 
study this subject, they will come to the 
conclusion that what is being proposed 
is not in the public interest. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Will the dis
tinguished senior Senator from . Tennes
see yield for another question? 
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. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Tennessee yield to the 
Senator from Texas? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I gladly yield for a 
question. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. The distin
guished Senator from Tennessee will 
note that this resolution was trans
mitted to me on the 27th of July. My 
question is, Does the Senator from Ten
nessee think it shows the growing 
awareness by the American people of 
what is involved, and that it is fruitful 
for the American people to have this de
bate and bring these issues before them, 
to the extent that national organizations 
are endorsing the position taken by the 
Senator from Tennessee in their na
tional conventions? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I agree with the 
Senator from Texas. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Will the Sena
tor from Tennessee yield for another 
question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am happy to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Does the dis
tinguished Senator from Tennessee 
think that if this debate can continue 
and the facts can be brought home to the 
American people, other national organi
zations in their national conventions 
will approve the stand we have taken for 
a Government-owned satellite system, 
once the people find out what the issues 
involved are? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think that is true. 
I find that whenever one has an oppor
tunity to sit down and explain the issues 
and give the facts, people do not want 
the proposal that is before "the Senate. 
Apparently this effort has been timed to 
coincide with Telstar's being in orbit. 
There is a big lobby and a big public re
lations . effort. Telstar is in orbit. It is 
said this is a big rush job. As time goes 
on, and people realize what is going on, 
there will be more resolutions like this. 
The American people cannot be fooled 
all the time. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Will the Sen
ator yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. My question is, 
Does the Senator from Tennessee find 
that some information is being put out 
to the people to the effect that the public 
communications satellite bill would put 
the Government .in business? When 
people learn that, if the public ownership 
bill were passed, the U.S. Government 
would not engage in the telephone or 
wireless or broadcasting or television or 
radio business, but that the U.S. Govern
ment would merely own the satellites, 
as it owns the Panama Canal, and would 
let the telephone, wireless, radio, and 
television companies, all use the satel
lites on a rate basis that would let them 
compete fairly with each other. The 
Government would not go into the 
broadcasting or telephone business it
self, would have no telephones, and send 
no telephone bills, but would merely op
erate as the conduit through which the 
messages would pass, just as it operates 
the Panama Canal as the conduit 
through which the steamships pass. 
Does not the Senator from Tennessee 

find, once the people understand that, 
they are almost 10 to 1 in favor of a 
Government-owned satellite communi
cations system? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I find that is true. 
I have found it has spread abroad. Even 
a good many Members of the Senate 
would agree. One said to me today, 
"The Government operation of the Post 
Office would be enough to prevent me 
from putting the Government into the 
telephone business." 

It has never been envisioned by any 
of us who favor some other alternative 
to the giveaway bill that the Govern
ment should be put into the telephone 
business or should interfere with private 
corporations in the telephone, telegraph, 
or television business. The program 
could be handled in one or two or sev
eral ways. 

A Government corporation could issue 
revenue bonds, which could be sold; to 
be paid off by revenues from the satel
lite. The corporation could own the 
satellite. 

Channels would have to be assigned 
on an international basis in 1963. The 
channels could be leased to companies 
wishing to lease them, without freezing 
out anybody. There could be contracts 
for buildings and contracts for operation 
of ground stations, or they could be 
leased out. This would assure that there 
would be no monopolization at the hands 
of only one corporation. Everyone 
would have an opportunity to partici
pate. 

I would not envision that the mana
gerial part would be more than a very 
small policymaking group. 

We know, of course, that Oak Ridge 
was not built by Government workers. 
Contracts were awarded to construction 
companies. There are operations un
der contract with Union Carbide, East
man Kodak, and many other companies. 

All the work for NASA is being done 
under contract-contracts with RCA, 
contracts with Hughes Aircraft Co., and 
contracts with many other companies. 
A.T. & T. wanted a contract itself, but 
somehow RCA was selected over 
A.T.& T. 

The idea that these companies will not 
work under contract and do great serv
ice for the defense of this country and 
for the advancement of our Government 
on a contractual basis is not fair to 
them. They do fine work when given an 
opportunity and they compete to get 
Government work. 

I agree with the Senator that when 
this proposal is explained to the people 
by the statement that the Government 
is not going into the telephone business 
and that we wish only to keep control 
of the satellite-which the Government 
must control-they understand the sit
uation. If it is to be an international 
satellite, the Government must have con
trol of it. The Government must put it 
into orbit in the first place. 

Another way the program could be 
handled would be to have a commis
sion similar to the Atomic Energy Com
mission as a policymaking group. If 
we wanted to have some private owner
ship in some corporation, as well as the 
Government having control, that could 
be the main approach. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee yield to me with 
the understanding that he will not lose 
his right to the floor? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am happy to yield 
to my friend from Pennsylvania if I do 
not lose my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
CARTHY in the chair). Without objec
tion, the Senator from Tennessee may 
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania 
without losing his right to the floor. 

Mr. SCOTT. As the distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee well knows, I 
hold him in very high regard and I have 
great admiration for his many fine qual
ities; including, among others, his en
durance and patience. 

The Senator has referred many times 
to the bill as being a giveaway bill. I 
think of the opposition as a sort of 
anti-free-enterprise filibuster group, as 
though some few Senators feared the 
continued existence of the profitable 
pursuit of jobmaking industrial efforts, 
as if it were perhaps something to be 
distrusted. 

With all due respect, I would rather 
suggest that Senators consider where the 
giveaway lies in this filibuster. I am 
advised by another Senator, who has 
been making a study of the cost of the 
operations of the Senate, taking into 
consideration all the various expenses 
involved in meeting every day, that the 
average cost to the Senate for meeting 
each day is $92,000. 

I am glad that I am not among those 
who are responsible for a giveaway of 
$92,000 of the taxpayers' money every 
day this procedure drags on. 

I am not responsible for a giveaway 
of the public's right to act upon legisla
tion, such as defense appropriations and 
all the other vital measures which press 
for consideration in the national in
terest. 

I am not one of those Senators who 
feel that we have a right to be cavalier 
in giving away the public's money at 
the rate of $92,000 a day, when all we 
have to show for it some days, for ex
ample, is a 10-hour-and-12-minute ses
sion embodying something like 10 lines 
of debate and a page and half of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Last Sunday, on a television program, 
with the distinguished junior Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. WILLIAMS], I 
heard Dr. Pierce, who was introduced 
as the grand! ather of the Telstar pro
gram. Dr. Pierce made the telling point 
that whereas it had been expected, in 
the re:;earch and development on Tel
star, that many technical difficulties 
would be encountered, the difficulties met 
were not so much technical difficulties 
as legislative and legal difficulties, by 
which I understood him to mean that 
someone is jamming the Telstar pro
gram. 

I think it is pretty clear who is jam
ming Telstar. I think it is pretty clear 
that no Senator on this side .of the 
aisle is jamming Telstar. 

Although I have not consulted every 
other Senator on this side of the aisle, 
so far as I am aware not a single Mem
ber among the Republicans in the 
Senate is in favor of this filibuster, in 
favor of the delay, in favor of the give-



1962 ·· - CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 15161 
away of- tJ;le. taxpayers' money to pay 
for the cond1Jct .of . the Senate . . No Re-· 
publican Senator is in favor of. jamming 
Telstar, so far as I know. 

I am glad . that my party does not 
have the recor~ of delaying legislation 
through filibustering. I do not believe 
any of the three or four wings of the 
party of the distinguished Senator from 
Tennessee can quite make the same 
statement, but I am not aware that any 
Republican, at least in my time, has 
initiated or been responsible for inordi
nate or unreasonable delay in the con
duct of the public business. We are 
proud of the fact that we have a certain 
sense of regard for the public business, 
which includes within it an obligation 
to get it done as expeditiously as pos
sible and not to involve ourselves in dis
putes between committee chairmen as 
to where committees shall meet. I do 
not believe that ever happened under 
a Republican Congress. So far as I now 
recall, there has been no filibuster. Cer
tainly no major delay has been caused 
by our party. 

If the Congress is to function, we may 
have to advocate later this year that 
some changes be made, because to get 
America going we shall have to get the 
Congress going, and to get the Congress 
going we shall have to find a way around 
these extreme delays. 

At the same time, we respect the rules 
of the Senate. 

We respect the right of Senators to use 
those rules. I personally regret, as the 
distinguished deputy majority leader has 
said he regrets, that the rules are so 
used as to carry with them the threat or 
danger of abuse. The Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] said-and I 
agree-that the need for a change in the 
rules has been demonstrated. I have 
been among those who since January 
have sought a change in the rules in 
order to permit the Senate to work its 
will and do its business. 

I invite the attention of Senators to 
the fact that the nomination of Thur
good Marshall to be a Federal judge is 
pending before the Committee on the 
Judiciary, The action on the part of 
Senators who are participating in the 
filibuster has been preventing the hold
ing of meetings of that committee. We 
had hoped action could be taken to do 
justice to the nomination, and that the 
committee would act affirmatively upon 
the nomination after it was brought up. 

Every time important subjects of na
tional defense, civil rights, or other is
sues are further delayed, it is the country 
which loses. The country loses not only 
in the monetary sense which I mentioned, 
but also when it is presented with the 
spectacle of a limited number of Senators 
preventing the Senate from even con
sidering proposed legislation. 

I have never criticized the right of ex
tended debate on proposed legislation 
once it has been taken up, although I 
have proposed an improvement in the 
rules in order to prevent extended debate 
from becoming notoriously abused. But 
I know that as much as I honor and re
spect my distinguished friend the Sen
ator from Tennessee, I would not move 
him one whit nor persuade him one jot 
or tittle from the completion of his ap-: 

pointed round. Yet until now · I have 
spoken not at all on the bill. The bill 
has been carefully considered, as has 
been pointed out many times, in two 
committees. In the other body it was 
passed by a vote of 354 to 9. 

The bill is much desired by the Presi
dent of the United States and by the 
various agencies of Government in
volved. It is very much desired by Sen
ators on this side of the aisle and by a 
majority of Senators on the other side of 
the aisle. 

Therefore, it is not in exaltation, not 
in confidence, but ·rather in grief for the 
waywardness of my beloved colleague 
and rather in sorrow and sympathy that 
I observe the pursuit of measures by the 
small band, which is presently so ex
asperating the country. In this sad, 
sympathetic grief and to a degree for
giving spirit, I note these observations 
and thank my distinguished friend very 
kindly for having yielded to me and 
having given me the opportunity · to 
make that statement. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I thank my friend 
from Pennsylvania. I am · always glad 
to yield to him for whatever purpose he 
desires. I appreciate his statement. 
The Senator from Pennsylvania said 
that Dr. Pierce, who is one of the lead
ing A.T. & T. officials, said that tech
nical difficulties with Telstar were not 
so great but that the legislative logjam 
was causing a great deal of trouble. 
The Senator from Pennsylvania assured 
everyone that it .was not he or those on 
his side of the aisle who were legisla
tively logjamming Telstar. That is a 
frank and open acknowledgment of what 
we have known all the time. The bill is 
a Telstar measure for A.T. & T. The 
Senator has said as much. He has said 
that his side is not logjamming Telstar. 

Dr. Pierce has said that his difficulty 
with Telstar was -legislative. That is 
one of the main reasons why we should 
not pass the bill now. We do not wish 
to freeze our system to that of one com
pany. · We know that would happen if 
the bill were passed. We know that 
Telstar will not be the system that will 
enjoy ultimate success, however remark
able it may be considered at the present · 
time. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator yield further.with
out losing his right to the floor? · 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. SCOTT. The Senator has re
ferred to me as being for A.T. & T.? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. No, I said the Sen
ator said it was not he or his side that 
was logjamming Telstar. That is al
most a direct quotation of what the 
Senator said. 

Mr. SCOTT. I believe the Senator 
further said something about my . re._ 
marks being evidence that Senators on 
my side of the aisle were for A. T. & T. 
I would like to have the Senator re
consider his comment, because the Pres
ident of the United States has asked for 
the bill. I do not think the Senator from 
Tennessee would wish to characterize 
the President of the United States as an 
A.T. & T. President. In view of the fact 
that any communications carrier with 

the requisite qualifications could par
ticipate in the program, it is not quite 
accurate to say that anyone is for or 
against A.T. & T. If the Senator means 
to say that I am for free enterprise, my 
answer is that indeed I am. If the Sen
ator means am I for a private com
munications system, indeed I am. 

If the Senator inquires further as to 
whether I favor a corporation operated 
by the Government, the carriers, and the 
public under close, careful regulation, 
indeed I do. But I reject out of hand 
the suggestion that I am .for any given 
company, any more than is the President
of the United States, who has asked us 
to pass the bill. I am supporting the 
President. I am always glad to be in a 
position to seek the passage of an ad
ministration-supported measure. I hope 
the Senator will not characterize him
self as anti-the-President or anti
A.T. & T. I thank the Senator agam ror 
yielding. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I thank the Sen
ator. I did not understand the Senator 
correctly. I am very sorry. I thought 
the Senator said that Dr. Pierce, who is 
one of the leading executives iri the 
AT. & T., said that he felt they did not 
have many technical or scientific djffi
culties with Telstar, but that their dif-· 
ficulties were legislative, and that the 
logjam was legislative. 

The Senator went on to explain, as I 
understood, that the logjamming of Tel
star was not coming from him or any 
other Senator on his side of the aisle. 
I went on to say that I thought that that 
showed an intention on the part of Dr. 
Pierce. Apparently Dr. Pierce had in 
mind that the purpose of the proposed 
legislation was to establish the Telstar 
system. · · 

That is the kind of logjamming he 
was talking about. However, the record 
·will speak for itself. I ani sure the 
President of the United States has not 
had the benefit of a conversation with 
Dr. Pierce. I have a feeling that if Dr. 
Pierce were to tell the President that we 
think this is to be a bill for Telstar or 
that failure to pass a bill is logjamming 
Telstar, the President would immediately 
take another look at it and would be 
very much displeased, because I am sure 
that is not what he wants. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am very glad to 
yield to the Senator, and in yielding for 
a question, I wish to congratulate him 
upon the very remarkable recent victory 
which he won in Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the 
Senator. I ask the Senator if it is not 
correct to say that this bill is not needed 
in order to give the satellite system to 
A.T. & T. It can be given to them with
out the bill. That has been done by put
ting up Telstar. Why is the bill needed? 
It is needed to organize the greatest 
monopolistic consortium in the history 
of mankind. That is why the bill is 
needed. It is needed so that the anti
trust laws can be suspended in order to 
get all the communications carriers to
gether under one roof. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. And also to get the 
Government to do business with it and 
with it alone. 

' 
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. And to have 

the Government put to work for this 
monopolistic consortium. The bill is not 
needed to give it to A.T. & T. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I ask the 
Senator from Tennessee if that is cor
rect? 

Mr. KEATING. A point of order. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is cor

rect. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator may yield only for a question. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Let me say to the 

Senator from New York that I yielded 
to the distinguished Senator from Penn
sylvania for 10 times as long as I have 
yielded to my friend from Louisiana. I 
do not believe the Senator from Penn
sylvania ever got around to asking a 
question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will advise the Senator that he 
may yield for a question. The Senator 
should put his inquiry in the form of a 
question. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Shall we be 
formal? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Tennessee may yield for a 
question. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Tennessee 
yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Tennessee yield to the 
Senator from Louisiana? 

· Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. Upon the 
request of the Senator from Louisiana I 
am very happy to yield to him for a 
question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is recognized 
for the purpose of asking a question of 
the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I ask the dis
tinguished Senator from Tennessee, in 
his capacity as chairman of the Sub
committee on Monopoly, if it is true that 
the bill is not needed for the purpose 
of giving away the Government's invest
ment in outer space to A.T. & T., but, 
rather, is it not his opinion that it is 
needed for organizing the greatest mo
nopolistic consortium in the history of 
the world? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It is for that pur
pose; there can be no doubt about it. 
That is the only purpose for which the 
bill is needed. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield for a further 
question? 

The Chair has not yet put the question. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 

Senator from Louisiana will relax, the 
Chair will put the question. Does the 
Senator from Tennessee yield to the Sen
ator from Louisiana? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield to the Sen
ator for a question. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is the Sena
tor from Tennessee, in his capacity as 
chairman of the Antitrust Subcommittee 
of the Committee on the Judiciary, of 
the opinion that the only need for the 
bill is to get around the antitrust laws? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The only need for 
the bill is to carve out an exception to 

the antitrust laws and to tie the Govern
ment into doing business exclusively with 
this consortium. There has never been 
anything like it. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will my 
colleague yield for a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. GORE. Is not the third purpose 
served by the bill unwisely, to delegate 
to this private corporation authority to 
act as an agent for the U.S. Government 
in the negotiation of international agree
ments? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; in answer to 
the question of my colleague from 
Tennessee, that is the third purpose. 
That sort of thing has never been done 
in the history of this Nation. It is un
becoming the dignity and prestige and 
status of the United States of America 
to delegate this power to a private cor
poration for this purpose of negotiating 
international agreements. Not only is 
it wrong, but of course we know it would 
not work. They will not be able to 
negotiate. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Tennessee 
yield for a further question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Tennessee yield for a 
question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield to my col
league from Louisiana for a further 

·question. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is the Sena

tor of the opinion that the present rules 
under which we are operating provide 
that if a Senator agrees with the state
ment made, he is yielded to, and it is in 
order, but if one disagrees, it is not in 
order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is that 
a parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I have yielded for a 
question. Will the Senator repeat his 
question? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is the Sena
tor of the opinion that under the present 
rule, under which we are proceeding, a 
question is in order if it appears that 
the question by a Senator to whom the 
floor has been yielded is in order if 

. he agrees with the statement, but that 
it is not in order if he disagrees with the 
statement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That ap
pears to be a parliamentary inquiry, and 
should be directed to the Chair. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Will the 
Chair permit the Senator to express his 
opinion of the rules? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes, I express my 
opinion. My experience has shown that 
that has happened on several occasions, 
and therefore there seems to be some 
substance to what the Senator from 
Louisiana has suggested. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield for a further 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Tennessee yield to the Sen
ator from Louisiana for a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Has the Sen

ator heard the definition of a filibuster 
which the late Senator Malone, of Ne
vada, used to give; namely, that a fili-

buster is- a long speech with which one 
disagrees, but that if one agrees with 
the speech, it is profound debate? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I had heard that 
definition. I had forgotten it. I am 
glad that there are some Senators pres
ent who seem to think that this is pro
found debate. I am eager to hear the 
Senator from Louisiana in profound de
bate very soon again. 

One further point was made in the 
statement of the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. ScoTTJ. He spoke about the 
great amount of work we ought to be 
doing and the number of bills that ought 
to be considered. I point out to him 
that it is not our fault that we are de
bating this bill and not considering 
something else. We did not move to 
bring this bill to the Senate. We have 
been forced into this situation. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield for a fur
ther question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Sena tor yield for a further question?' 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield to the Sena
tor from Louisiana for a further 
question. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does the 
Senator recall the extensive debate 
which my devoted friends from the 
South-at least I am devoted to them
made on the bill to bring up the proposal 
for a constitutional amendment on the 
poll tax? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I recall it. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, does the Senator from Tennessee 
yield for a further question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Tennessee yield for a 
further question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a 
question. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Can the Sen
ator recall that the discussion on that 
proposal, to bring up the constitutional 
amendment to repeal the poll tax, lasted 
for a considerable period of time, which 
I believe was about 2 weeks? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; I remember 
that it lasted 2 or 3 weeks. That was last 
year, I believe. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield for a further 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Tennessee yield for a 
further question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Would the 

Senator be surprised to know that the 
debate on that motion to proceed con
sumed the better part of 2 weeks? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. No; I would not be 
surprised. I thought it was more. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield for a further 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a 
question. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does the 
Senator from Tennessee recall that in 
1949 an effort was made to bring up a 
proposed change in the rules of the Sen
ate, and that the debate on that :motion 
consumed more than a month? 
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Mr. KEFAUVER. · I recall that it did. 
I was here at that time. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the 
· Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Let me finish my 
answer to the Senator's first question. 
The Senator from Pennsylvania com
plained bitterly in talking about give
aways we had better think about the 
$92,000 that we are spending in oper.:. 
a.ting the Senate every day. I do not 
dispute the Senator's figure, but I say 
to him that that is the smallest chicken
feed one could imagine compared with 
what is sought to be given away to pri
vate monopoly 1n the bill. It is ex
tremely valuable. The Government has 
invested hundreds of millions of the tax
payers' dollars in the project. No one 
has pointed to 1 cent which will be re
turned to the taxpayers or to the Gov
ernment as such from the giveaway of 
this very valuable asset. 

Mr. President, the cost of operating 
the Senate is chickenfeed compared 
with what the Government of the United 
States would be saved if it could stop 
the giving away of the communications 
satellite system. 

I do not believe the people of the 
United States ·1ost anything when Con
gress prevented the giving away of 
atomic energy. The Senate conducted 
a lengthy debate to prevent that from 
happening. I suppose it cost $92,000 a 
day, or some such amount, to operate 
the Senate then; but our action at that 
time saved the people of the United 
States billions of dollars in a great na
tional treasure. I do not believe the 

. taxpayers lost anything when ·we pre
vented the giveaway to Dixon-Yates. 
We had to talk about that for a long 
time. Undoubtedly, that debate cost the 
Senate a great deal of money. But no 
one has pointed to 1 cent that the tax
payers as such will get back, after this bill 
has been passed, in return for the invest
ment the Government will have made. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee yield for a 
question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. SCOTT. The Senator from Ten
nessee having disavowed the gentle im
putation that he is among those engaged 
in a filibuster, does the Senator deny that 
the proceedings-let me say the some
what antic proceedings-now prevalent 
in this somewhat antique body are widely 
and generally, and almost unanimously, 
characterized ·in the press, on television, 
and over the radio as a filibuster? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Some sections of 
the press have called it a filibuster, and 
other segments of the press have called 
it extended debate. I should say it is an 
educational program. 

Mr. SCOTT. I have the greatest so
licitude for the Senator's health, educa
tion, and ~elfare. I shall not pursue 
the question further. I thank him for 
his indulgence. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. t thank the Sena
tor from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Tennessee 
yield for a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. In speaking 
of a cost of operating the Senate for a 
day as being $90,000, does the Senator 
realize that our $25 billion invested in 
outer space has been an investment with 
borrowed money? The Nation is $308 
billion in debt; and at 3 ½ percent in
terest on the $25 billion investment in 
outer space, the cost of the interest alone 
is $2.4 million a day. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I was astonished to 
learn that the calculation of the Sena
tor from Louisiana is correct as to the 
cost of the money borrowed at 3.5 per
cent interest, which I believe is about 
the current rate of interest. We have 
had to borrow all the money that has 
gone into the communications satellite 
and space satellites, including the in
vestment in space rockets, research, and 
know-how. The cost is $2,400,000 a day. 
The interest alone on that expenditure is 
considerably larger than the $92,000 ·a 
day that the Senator from Pennsylvania 
was talking about. 

One part of the very important state
ment by Mr. Clendening, head of the 
Federation of Telephone Workers of 
Pennsylvania, was this: 

Technical experts say that communica
tion by satellites is 5 years away. Why, then, 
today's legislative rush? An investigation 
before the fact could well be the vehicle 
to preclude legislative mistakes or deficien
cies by actions taken too hastily now. 

Mr. President, I shall proceed with 
my speech. There is a further provision, 
the section relating to the -power of the 
President, which deserves comment at 
this time. Subsection (a) (6) of section 
201 provides that the President shall 
''take all necessary steps to insure the 
availability and appropriate utilization 
of the communications satellite system 
for such general governmental purposes 
as do not require a separate communica
tions satellite system to meet unique gov
ernmental needs." 

Some of the implications of that lan
guage are pointed out in the minority 
views of the report on the bill by the 
Committee on Commerce. The com
ments in the minority views, expressed 
by the Senator from Texas [Mr. YAR
BOROUGH] and the Senator from Alaska 
[Mr. BARTLETT], may be found at page 
55 of the report. I commend them to 
the reading of the Senate. I should like 
to read a part of them, from page 56. 

This indicates that the President is ex
pected, in fact required, to see that all Gov
ernment communications will be channeled 
through the commercial system even though 
the Government might have its own satel
lite system, e .g., Advent or Relay, that could 
be used at a smaller cost to the Government. 
This, in effect, would provide a continuing 
subsidy to the private corporation. It is 
easy to visualize a Government-owned sys
tem whose existence is necessary in the na
tional interest going unused while the Gov
ernment pays a private monopoly for com
munications services that are already 
available to it. 

The Senator from Texas and the Sen
ator from Alaska are exactly right in 

their minority views, and the Senator 
f'rom Louisiana [Mr. LONG J is exactly 
correct in his statement. The purpose 
of the bill is to make certain that the 
Government is to use the communica
tions satellite system, and that the 
President shall see to it that it does. He 
is made the agent of the corporation 
to see to it that the Government uses 
the system to the fullest extent. Yet 
the Government, including the USIA or 
any other important governmental func
tion which is trying to bring about a 
better understanding in the world, will 
not receive any discount whatever. It 
will receive no reduction in rates. The 
rates will be made so high that Mr. Mur
row's Agency would have to pay $900 
million a year, much more than his total 
appropriation, merely for communica
tions; and his agency would not even 
receive a reduction in rates. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Tennessee 
yield for a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield to the Sena
tor from Louisiana for a question. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Did it ever 
oecur to the Senator from Tennessee 
that the ult imate value of the invest
ment in outer space might not be so 
great as the value of the asset it is pro
posed to give away, because the immense 
potentiality of the system might well 
prove to be of greater value than the 
$25 billion we have invested in this sys
tem? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think the Sena tor 
is exactly correct. I think the return 
on the investment, if the proposal is 
handled correctly, will be immense. The 
$25 billion, or whatever the amount is 
th~t will have been expended, will b~ 
paid back to the Government and to the 
taxpayers. There will be a substantial 
return to the U.S. Government. 

· Dr. Berkner, of the National Academy 
of Sciences, testified before the ad hoc 
committee which was created by the 
Federal Communications Commission 
for the international carriers to ·,decide 
what ·to do with this great facility. As 
the Senator from Louisiana said, they 
were unanimous and loud. Their deci
sion was: "Give it to us." Anyway, Dr. 
Berkner made a statement or testified 
before the ad hoc committee. I do not 
know exactly what kind of profit he was 
talking about. I think he was talking 
about the gross revenue being $100 bil
lion a year in a fairly short time. That 
seems quite a fantastic amount. But 
after all, he is a scientist, · and he know~ 
what he is talking about. 

This development is opening up what 
can be a great, new, revolutionary age. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Tennessee 
yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does the 

Senator from Tennessee realize that at 
the present time the Government is being 
asked to give this private monopoly con
sortium all of the development the Gov
ernment has made thus far, but at vir
tually no cost to the monopoly for all 
the funds the Government has invested 
in it up to now? 
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If the Senator from Tennessee had 
been conducting the hearings as chair
man of the Antitrust and Monopoly Sub
committee, would not it have occurred 
to him to ask whether A.T. & T. would be 
willing to pay the $25 billion the Govern
ment has already invested in the system? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think that would 
have been a natural question-or at least 
to ask whether it would pay the Govern
ment 25 percent of the net returns, or, 
at the very least, whether it would give 
Mr. Edward R. Murrow some reduction 
in rates. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Tennessee 
yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If A.T. & T. 
would not pay the $25 billion, would not 
it be worth asking whether A.T. & T. 
would be willing to pay the $875 million 
interest which the Government has had 
to pay on all this investment? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. . That question 
should have been explored. A.T. & T. 
would not testify before the Antitrust 
and Monopoly Subcommittee, although 
we invited representatives of A.T. & T. 
to appear there. The Senator from 
Louisiana came there. 

But this record does not show that 
there has been any negotiation with 
A.T. & T. to try to get it to pay some
thing. I suppose A.T. & T. would not 
want to pay anything if it did not have 
to. But A.T. & T. will be getting a very 
great asset, and the taxpayers should get 
some return on it. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Tennessee 
yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. How could 
one know that A.T. _& T. would reject a 
request to pay the $875 million of in
terest, if A.T. & T. was not asked to pay 
it. Perhaps A.T. & T. would say, "Yes." 

Mr. KEFAUVER. If it were a ques
tion of making that payment or not get
ting the monopoly control of the system, 
I suppose A.T. & T. would say "Yes," 
when asked to make that payment, be
cause, after all, Telstar is going, and it 
will not cost A.T. & T. one cent. The 
Government will pay $26 million of it, 
and the domestic users of the telephones 
will be charged the other $74 million. 
So this great investment is being handed 
to A.T. & T. 

Of course, A.T. & T. does have some 
prestige which has value. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Tennessee 
yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques• 
tion. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does the 
Senator from Tenn~see know how much 
money a year A.T. & T. takes in, on a 
gross basis? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I have heard the 
amount stated; I know it is more than 
the gross receipts of any other corpora
tion in the world. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Would the 
Senator from Tennessee be surprised to 
hear that the gross income of A.T. & T. 
is $8 billion a year? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I believe I have 
heard that that is the amount. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. As a .prac
tical matter, if A.T. & T. had to pay the 
$875 million, would not it be simple 
enough for A.T. & T. to increase by 10 
percent its charges to the telephone us
ers, in order to cushion that payment? 

it~ 
Mr. KEFAUVER . . Yes, that would do 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If need be? 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. On the 

other hand, if things should go as ·well 
as is hoped, that would not be neces
sary? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. 
I was greatly impressed with the testi

mony of the Hughes Aircraft Co. that 
even with their syncom Mark II, which 
is not the ultimate high syncom-for 
they will make a better one-there 
would be 1,200 channels; and when they 
get up to 39 or 40, it will be in the black. 
Of course the Government's needs will 
require 100 or more channels. So this 
will be an enormously rer.iJ.merative 
operation-with no maintenance cost for 
cables, but with a satellite in the sky 
and ground stations to send signals to it. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Would not 
it be possible for A.T. & T. to dispose of 
many of its microwave lines, once this 
satellite was placed in the heavens? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Undoubtedly so; 
and thus its cost of operation would be 
decreased. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. SCOTT. First, as the Spaniards 
do, as the Senator from Tennessee 
knows. I shall state my question more 
or less in reverse-just as questions when 
written in the Spanish language show 
first an inverted question mark, then 
the question, and last of all, a question 
mark rightside up. So I begin with a 
question: Has the Senator from Ten
nessee any evidence or any reason to 
believe that the Government would op
erate the satellite communications sys
~em at a profit greater than the present 
enormous profits from the Post Office op
eration, which I gathered from the Sena
tor's exposition are being annually re
turned to the taxpayer~? Would the 
operation of the satellite communica
tions system by the Government be as 
profitable as or more profitable or less 
profitable than the operation of the Post 
Office? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator from· 
Pennsylvania knows so well the answer 
to that question that I am surprised that 
he would ask it. 
· Mr. SCOTT. I know the Senator's an

swers to several of the other questions. 
with which he has dealt, but I do not 
agree with his answers. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. In the first place, 
the Post Office is operated at a deficit, 
but that is the fault of the Congress. 
The Senator from Pennsylvania well 
knows that in connection with .the own-. 
ership of a space communications satel
lite, with ground stations leased and 
operated by private interests or private 
enterprise, and with the personnel re-

quired by the Gov-ernment to be em
ployed on a nond1scriminat6ry basis, the . 
work, except the · policymaking, would 
be done by contracts with corporations, 
but the -number of personnel would not 
be at all comparable to the number 
used to operate the postal system._ 
· Also the Senator from Pennsylvania 

kn-ows very well that in connection with 
any comparable operation, such as Bon
neville, the Panama Canal, or the TV A, 
all of them are operating at a profit. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee yield for an
other question? 
· Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques-

tion. · · 
Mr. SCOTT. Did the Senator from 

Tennessee say the TVA was operating at 
a profit? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes·;· it is operating 
at a very handsome profit. 

.Mr. SCOTT. Has the Government 
ever gotten back any of the money it in
vested in the TVA? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; · as I recall, 
the Government has been paid back 
more than $350 million, the last time. 

Mr. SCOTT. How much has the Gov
ernment expended there, but not gotten 
back? 
. Mr. KEFAUVER. As I recall, about 

40 percent of the investment in power · 
has been repaid. The present power 
facilities, as the Senator from Pennsyl
vania knows, are being financed on a. 
revenue bond basis.. In any event, by 
law the entire payments for .the power 
part of the 'IVA have to be made over a 
period of 40 years . . 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee yield for an
other question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. SCOTT. As a preliminary to the 
question, I should like to say, if I may, . 
that during the colloquy between the 
Senator from Tennessee and the Sena
tor from Louisiana, when they were 
engaged in ''taking in each other's laun
dry," I may have become somewhat con
fused by the fiscal Disneyland involved 
in some of the rapid ·questions and an
swers which seemed to , satisfy the two 
distinguished Sena tors, but to my mind 
did not particularly clarify the 'fiscal · 
situation. 

Did I correctly understand the Sen
ator from Tennessee to say seriously that 
~omewhere along the line· of this pro
gram, somebody or other has denied or 
will deny to our mutual friend, the dis
tinguished Edward R. Murrow, the sum 
of $900 million for broadcasting through· 
Telstar or other parts of the communi
cations system? Or if I misunderstood 
tpe Senator from Tennessee, will he put 
together for me in proper context the 
name "Edward R. Murrow" and the fig-
ure "$900 million"? · 
. Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes, I am glad to· 

do so. Mr. Murrow testified before most 
of these committees--before the Senate 
Commerce Committee and before the· 
House Committee on Aeronautics· and 
Space .Sciences. In the Senate commit
tee hearings, his testimony will be found 
beginning· on page 289 .. · He· said that,. 
projecting the kind ·of ·use he would like' 
to make of a space-communications sys-
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tem, at the current rates the cost would 
be $900 million a year. 

He is complaining that he had to pay 
the regular commercial rates. That 
testimony will be found. He amplified 
on it before the House committee. He 
said that, under the bill as now written, 
it would be impossible for him to get 
any reduction in rates, and that he would 
have to pay $900 million. It was such 
a great amount that he simply could not 
afford it. I think he said it was a great 
deal more than his budget for everything 
else. He talked about the television cir
cuits that were available, and projected 
the expense into the future. He said it 
would cost $900 million and that the 
complete budget for salaries and ex
penses in fiscal 1962 was $111,500,000. 
So this is apparently seven times the 
amount of his complete budget for the 
other items. . 

Mr. SCOT!'. If the Senator will yield 
for a further question, does the Senator 
not agree that on page 289 the point 
Mr. Murrow was making was that his 
complete budget for the fiscal year 1962 
was $111,500,000, which might be a very 
good reason why he could not afford 
$900 million out of it to use a space 
system? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Of course, he is 
pointing out how valuable a space sys
tem would be, and he would like to have 
a rate that would enable him to use it 
more, but if he had to pay the current 
rate, projecting the expense, it would 
cost $900 million. 

Mr. SCOT!'. I find it difficult to un
derstand some of this modem arith
metic. I learned only old-fashioned 
arithmetic. He cannot afford to pay 
$900 million because the budget is only 
$111 million, and I do not understand 
how many times $900 million goes into 
$111 million. If the Senator will ex
plain that, I am sure all students of 
primary arithmetic will be very glad to 
learn the answer. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Anyway, he said 
he could not use the system; that if the 
bill passes, it will be too expensive for 
him. 

I have talked about the fact that the 
President has to promote the system. 
REQUEST FOR PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON 

INVESTIGATIONS OF COMMrrTEE ON GOVERN
MENT OPERATIONS TO MEET TOMORROW 
MORNING 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am very happy to 
yield to the Senator for a question. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Will the Senator 
yield to me to permit me to make a 
unanimous-consent request that the 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga
tions of the Committee on Government 
Operations be permitted to meet to
morrow? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator has 
made that request, and I thought it had 
been made clear to him that, while the 
Senate is in session, we would have to 
object to committees meeting. I urged 
the Senator to ask the majority leader 
not to call the Senate in ·so early. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I .have no influ
ence over the majority- leader with re-
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spect to calling the Senate into session 
at any hour. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Ordinarily the Sen
ate meets at 12, and the Senator would 
have time, but, over our objection, the 
Senate is meeting at 10 a.m. I may say 
to the Senator that we would like to have 
Senators present listening. If we made 
an exception in his case, we would have 
to make an exception in others. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Will the Senator 
yield so that I may make a brief state
ment and ask him a question, without 
his losing the right to the floor? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With

out objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. The work of the 

committee needs to go on. I am not at 
all unmindful of the position the Sen
ator is taking, and his reasons therefor, 
but I feel it my duty, as chairman of 
the committee, in view of the fact that 
its work needs to go on, to make this 
request. We are engaged in a series of 
hearings and investigations in which 
there is great public interest, as the 
Senator knows, and I feel it is my duty 
to make the request, if I can get the floor 
to do so. If the Senator announces that 
he will object if the request is made, I 
will take it as sufficient public advice and 
information that the committee would 
not be permitted to meet even if the re
quest were made, so I could say I tried to 
obtain permission. If I am denied that 
permission, very well, but I would like 
to try to get permission to meet tomor
row. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I know of the im
portant work of the Senator from 
Arkansas and his committee. The com
mittee could meet at 8 o'clock or 9 
o'clock and have some time in which to 
work. I suggest to the Senator, after 
having brought up the question, that he 
bring the matter to the attention of the 
majority leader, in the hope that he 
would have the Senate meet at 12 o'clock, 
instead of 10 a.m., which has been the 
custom of the Senate as to meeting 
time. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Will the Senator 
yield further? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a 
question. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Does the Senator 
not recognize that I bring it to the at
tention of the majority leader and the 
minority leader and every Member of 
the Senate when I stand on the floor of 
the Senate and ask unanimous consent? 
Is not that notice to all parties in inter
est in this particular issue, including the 
leadership? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. It is con
structive notice that the Senator brings 
it to their attention, because it is in the 
RECORD, but I observe that there is a very 
able acting minority leader, but there is, 
apparently, no acting majority leader at 
the present time. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I believe I am 
occupying that authority by designation. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am sorry. I 
thought the Senator came into the 
Chamber to make the request. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is the reason 
why I came into the Chamber. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield to the Sena
tor, but suggest that when the Senate 
recesses tonight, it recess until 12 o'clock 
tomorrow. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I shall be glad to 
consider that request if I can have my 
first request granted, that I might make 
a unanimous-consent request that the 
committee be permitted to meet tomor
row morning. I refer to the Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations of the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I would have to ob
ject, Mr. President. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Very well. I think 
the record is made. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. MORTON. There is no objection 

from the minority. 
REQUEST THAT THE SENATE MEET AT 12 O'CLOCK 

NOON TOMORROW 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I ask unani

mous consent, without prejudicing the 
rights of the Senator from Tennessee, 
that I may make a unanimous-consent . 
request that the Senate meet at 12 
o'clock noon tomorrow. 

Mr. SCOTT. I object. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I regret 

there is objection to that request. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. I regret there is 

objection, too. Perhaps the Senator can 
renew the request. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I want the Sena
tor to know that I have no objection to 
meeting at 12 o'clock noon, or 2, or 4, 
tomorrow. I would just like the com
mittee to meet in the morning so we can 
work. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield for a unani
mous-consent request? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I renew my 

request that the Senate meet at 12 
o'clock noon tomorrow. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I feel 
constrained to object. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I regret that 
there is objection. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am certain that 
if the acting majority leader, the Sena
tor from Arkansas, would talk with the 
majority leader about the importance 
of the work, he might reconsider, and 
not object to the Senate's meeting at 
12 o'clock tomorrow. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. MORTON. Is it not true that the 
Finance Committee has authority to 
meet at any time between now and the 
end of the session? So has the Appro
priations Committee. I should think 
such permission would be granted to the 
very important committee of the Senator 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is t rue. The 
Appropriations Committee has that per
mission by the rules or by statute. Dur
ing the interim when the pending bill 
was set aside, in order to bring up emer
gency legislation that would expire on 
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June 30, and before the pending bill was 
brought up again, somehow or another, 
without those of us opposed to the bill 
knowing about it-I do not accuse any
body of bad faith; we just were not here 
at the time-the request was made that 
the Finance Committee have the right 
to meet when the Senate was in session 
for the rest of this session. 

The unanimous-consent request was 
agreed to. We were asleep on the job. 
That is the reason it slipped by. If 
we had known it was to come there 
would have been an objection. 

The Government will, of course, be one 
of the principal users, if not the largest 
single user, of the communications fa
cilities provided by an operational satel
lite system. In the case of a satellite 
communications system, it is even more 
appropriate that the facilities be avail
able to the Government since the Gov
.ernment has financed virtually all of the 
research and development which has 
made such a system possible. As I have 
said, that portion of the language which 
relates to making the satellite system 
available to the Government is fine but 
now let us look at the rest of the lan
guage in this section. 

The President shall take all necessary 
steps to insure the appropriate utiliza
tion of the commercial system for such 
governmental purposes as do not require 
a separate communications system to 
meet unique governmental needs. Ob
viously, this covers most of the govern
mental communications needs. The only 
exception to this category would prob
ably be classified military information. 

In some instances, unique governmen
tal needs might include coded material, 
when a satellite system normally used for 
commercial purposes would be inade
quate, or for certain governmental needs 
antijamming equipment might be neces
sary in a satellite system. Except for 
these limitations, however, it is difficult 
to conceive of many communications 
needs which would fall outside the class 
described by this section. What this ap
parently means is that the Federal Gov
ernment will be expected to use the com
mercial satellite system for all of its 
needs, irrespective of whatever com
munications facilities the Government 
may have in terms of its own satellite 
communications systems. 

There is little doubt that military 
needs will require the establishment of 
at least one communications satellite 
system by the Government, irrespective 
of what action is taken by any commer
cial organization. 

If such a governmental system were 
in existence, it would require compara
tively small additional expenditures to 
expand the facilities so that they could 
handle a considerable amount, if not all, 
of the governmental communications 
needs for international, as well as do
mestic long-distance communications. 

Except for the limitation in the bill, 
the Government's military satellite 
might provide for the needs of Ed Mur
row's USIA, and might save the Govern
ment a great amount of money, but the 
bill is written so that Mr. Murrow could 
not use the Government's military sys
tem, even though many channels in it 
were not being used. 

The communications carriers have ob- the President or suggest to him that he 
jected very strenuously to the idea of a use the commercial satellite system when 
separate governmental system. In the it would be more advantageous to the 
past, the carriers have found govern- Government to use that system than to 
mental businesses highly profitable, and use its own facilities, I would suggest 
they have exerted every effort to insure that this particular language is singu
that they will continue to enjoy the larly inappropriate and represents un
revenues which the Government pro- usually poor draftsmanship. 
vides. It is not surprising to see the car- THE ROLE oF NA!IA 

riers exhibit such an attitude. Anyone I should like to turn now to a brief con-
who is in business to make money can sideration of some of the problems of the 
be expected to exert his best efforts to section dealing with the role of the Na
retain one of his best and most im- tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
portant customers. tration in the satellite corporation. 

HUGE suBSmY TO CARRIERS Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, will the 
The fact that the communications Senator yield at that point? 

carriers are interested in retaining the Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques-
Government's communications business tion. 
should not be taken as sufficient justifi- Mr. MORTON. I wish to ask the 
cation for a statutory provision virtually Senator a question. What does the Sen
requiring the Government to use a com- ator mean by "brief consideration"? 
mercial system, irrespective of its own Mr. KEFAUVER. It depends on how 
capacity to meet governmental. needs. It many interruptions there are. 
is quite easy to visualize the language Mr. MORTON. Very well. I will not 
of section 201 (a) (6) being used to justi- interrupt further. 
fy governmental use of the commercial Mr. KEFAUVER. And colloquies. I 
satellite system at a time when a gov- shall be glad to have the Senator inter
ernmentally owned system has com- rupt. I know the Senator always asks 
munications capacity which is going un- very intelligent questions. 
used. The discussion of the role of NASA 

The private carriers are already to should not require more than 10 minutes 
receive a tremendous subsidy under this or something like that. It is important. 
bill by virtue of the fact that all the For several years now NASA has had 
governmental expenditures for satellite an extensive program of research and 
communications and space technology development in satellite communi
will be the only thing to make it pos- cations. 
sible for the carriers to get ~to the NASA's budget for satellite communi
satellite communications business at all. cations has grown year by year, with 
Certainly, having put them in business, little sign of any decreases in the near 
the Government should not be obligated future. For the fiscal year 1960 NASA 
to insure their continued financial sue- had a total budget of $523.6 million. Of 
cess by means of a subsidy in the form that amount $3.1 million was appro
of governmental business. priated for space communications. The 

Mr. President, if this language is re- following year, fiscal year 1961, NASA's 
tained in the bill, it will represent a tre- total budget was $964 million. Of that, 
mendous victory for the communications a total of $29.5 million was allocated to 
carriers. There can be no justification space communications. For fiscal year 
for such language except that it is an 1962 NASA's total budget increased to 
effort intended to free the private satel- nearly $1.7 billion, and the amount de
lite corporation from the possibility of _ voted to space communications in
any competition for Government busi- creased to approximately $95 million. 

,ness. Senators should notice, however, There is little chance that the amount 
that the possible competition is in the which NASA will spend on space com
form of the · Government being able to munications in fiscal year 1963 will 
provide services for itself. The private be less than the amount spent in fiscal 
corporation itself would have an exclu- year 1962. 
sive monopoly over commercial satellite These NASA expenditures have fl.
operations, so that there would be no nanced research projects with two prin
competition from any other private cipal types of satellite systems using ac
source. This language would eliminate tive repeater satellites. 
the possibility of competition from any HIGH-ORBIT sYSTEM 
source whatsoever and could have the 
effect of severely limiting the Govern
ment's choice of alternative means of 
communications, and it could also in
crease prices to the Government for nec
essary communications services. 

I cannot believe that anyone would 
contend that this language is necessary 
as a protection for the Government or 
to insure that the President directs the 
Government to secure the cheapest and 
most efficient means of communications. 
There is no doubt that the President of 
the United States can be depended upon 
to make decisions of that sort in the 
public interest without having statutory 
direction in the form of language such 
as in this section of the bill. 

If, in fact, the language of this section 
is intended to do no more than direct 

NASA's Project Syncom, for which 
Hughes Aircraft is the contractor, is 
carrying out experimentation with a 
system using approximately three earth 
satellites in 24-hour equatorial orbit 
22,300 miles above the earth. 

These three satellites will provide 
communications coverage for the entire 
world, with the exception of a very small 
polar area. This is the so-called 
synchronous satellite system. It is also 
sometimes referred to as the high-orbit 
system. 

LOW-ORBIT SYSTEM 

Under the name of Project Relay, 
for which RCA is the contractor, NASA 
is conducting research, development, and 
experimentation with a low-orbit 
system. The low-orbit system utilizes 
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satellites in random polar orbit at alti
tudes ranging from 6,000 to 8,000 miles 
above the earth. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am very happy {jO 

yield to my distinguished colleague from 
Oregon for a question. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it the understanding 
of the Senator from Tennessee that it 
is expected by the scientists that within 
a very few years there will be some re
markable developments in respect to 
new discoveries concerning high-altitude 
satellites? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. I say to my 
colleague from Oregon that the scientists 
feel-and all indications are that they 
are correct--that within a year or a year 
and a half it should be possible to put 
a workable syncom high-altitude satel
lite into orbit. The Hughes Co. has pro
duced a model of what it is working on. 
It is called Mark I. The present boosters 
are adequate to put the experimental 
high-altitude satellite into orbit. With
in a year and a half they can have ready 
their so-called Mark II, which will be 
operational to the point that it could 
be applied to the communications satel
lite system. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for another 
question. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it the Senator's un
derstanding that some scientists take the 
position that if, as, and when the high
altitude satellites have been perfected, 
low-altitude satellites of the nature that 
are encompassed in -connection with the 
bill will for all intents and purposes be 
obsolete? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think that is un
doubtedly the consensus of practically 
all scientists. First, the low-altitude sys
tem would become obsolete because it is 
in orbit at 6,000 feet. A message today 
from, say, the U.nited States would go 
only to a limited part of the world. To 
get the message to Japan or Australia, 
it would have to go through some compli
cated kind of relays. It would be 
workable. 

The second point suggesting obsoles
cence is that the system would be much 
more costly because the ground stations 
would have to move to catch the satel
lites as they go over. 

Third, the cost of keeping 300 or 400 
satellites in orbit would be very great. 
There is not only the great cost of the 
satellites themselves, but also the neces
sary missiles, rockets, and boosters. 
Then use for the low-altitude system 
might put a serious defense strain on our 
space program. We would use many 
missiles to get the satellites into orbit 
and to keep them there. The life of one 
satellite would be a year and a half to two 
years. It would be very expensive. 

The higher orbital system, of course, 
would require only three satellites, which 
would reduce the expense a great deal. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for · a ques
tion. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator agree 
with the senior Senator from Oregon 
that the information which those of us 

in opposition to the bill have already 
gathered from the authorities, scientists, 
and experts on this subject indicates that 
we are being asked, through the bill, to 
support a system that itself will be un
necessarily costly compared with what 
the cost would be after the high-altitude 
satellites are perfected and, furthermore, 
the system would be obsolete within the 
very near future? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is exactly the 
point. The testimony of the scientists 
bears that out. I think the testimony is 
that the cost of a low-altitude system is 
$500 million. The cost of a high-altitude 
system is $200 million. The ground 
stations necessary for the low-altitude 
system would be five times as expensive 
as ground stations for the high-altitude 
system. 

As the Senator has pointed out so 
forcefully, in a few years that system 
would be obsolete. There are some sug
gestions that the Soviet Union may be 
waiting until we are committed to a low
altitude system. We might have a great 
deal of money invested in such a system. 
We can be sure that if we foot the bill, 
we· shall be committed to a low-altitude 
system, because that is what the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScoTT] 
said Dr. Pierce stated. The bill meant 
the Telstar system. If we should be
come committed to the low-altitude sys
tem, the corporation, and not the Gov
ernment of the United States, would 
make the decision as to whether we 
would go to the higher altitude system. 
Again we will be second best. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator agree 
that if we pass the bill and enter into 
a commitment for the maintenance and 
perpetuation of a low-altitude system, 
the American Telephone & Telegraph 
Co. would gain vested legal rights in the 
satellites that would be involved in the 
system operated under the bill? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. There is no doubt 
about it. The bill itself provides that 
among other things the President shall 
do will be fit the satellite system into 
existing facilities. What would be the 
existing facilities? The A.T. & T. low
orbit ground stations. A.T. & T., as I 
understand it, has plans for building 40 
or 50 satellites, so they will have a vested 
interest. There will be nothing we can 
do to change it. 

Mr. MORSE. . Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for another 
question. 

Mr. MORSE. Who would launch the 
satellites into orbit? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. NASA would 
launch them from Cape Canaveral, I 
believe. 

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator ex
plain for the RECORD, so members of the 
public reading it will understand what 
NASA is? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The National Aero
nautic and Space Administration, which, 
as I have said, has a budget for 1962 of 
$1.7 billion. NASA has charge of all 
our space exploration. It has let out 
contracts to RCA for the development 

of the so-called low-orbit relay system 
and to Hughes for-working on the Syn
com high-orbit system. Other con
tractors have other different plans and 
proposals. 

Of course, NASA has a very expensive 
installation at Cape Canaveral and the 
Banana River on the eastern coast of 
Florida. Perhaps $1 billion may be in
vested in that installation. It is their 
principal site for launching the rockets 
and missiles which would put the satel
lites into orbit. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for another 
question. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it true that when 
the Senator points out that NASA will 
launch each and every one of the Ameri
can Telephone & Telegraph satellites, he 
means that the U.S. Government, 
through NASA, in the use of our satel
lite launching facilities, paid for at a 
cost of many millions of dollars out of 
the pockets of the American taxpayers, 
are launching these satellites for the 
profit benefit of a monopoly called 
American Telephone & Telegraph? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is ex
actly right. That is what I mean. It 
would be the taxpayer's money-which, 
of course, has made NASA possible
which keeps the system to launch satel
lites going. 

I point out that the Government would 
tie its hands. It is said, "If you do not 
like the low-orbit system, you can turn 
to something else." But that is a one
way street, and one way is always for 
the corporation or for the A.T. & T. 
The bill provides _ that NASA shall co
operate with the corporation. 

In other words, if the corporation 
wants to launch one, it will. If the 
corporation wants to do research, it will. 
There is no reciprocity. NASA has no 
right to call on the corporation for any
thing. If the bill is passed there is 
nothing the Government can do except 
to go to a great expense, which is in no 
way compensated by the small amount 
paid by A.T. & T. for each launching. 
There is a great expense involved in 
launching a satellite for a private cor
poration. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator agree 
that, if within a few years the system 
becomes obsolete and our Government 
wakes up and recognizes that it is put
ting itself and the American people
and when we speak of the Government 
we are talking about the American 
people-behind a good many other gov
ernments, who will have gone ahead 
with the development of a high-altitude 
satellite, the only way we shall be able 
really to get A.T. & T. out from under 
the bill and legal liabilities we are creat
ing against the United States and the 
legal advantages we are giving A.T. & T. 
will, in effect, be to pay it by way of 
some form of condemnation? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; that would be 
the only way. However, the Senator 
from Oregon knows the history of this 
sort of thing better than any other 
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Member of the Senate. Once the Fed
eral Government gives something away, 
there may be a theoretical possibility 
by eminent domain to get it back, but 
practically that is not possible. It is 
gone forever. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
Tennessee see any interesting analogy 
between the drive of .this powerful 
A.T. & T. monopoly lobby and the l9bby
ing activities of the priviate utilities in 
years gone by, as he and I have opposed 
the private electric utilities in their at
tempts to get the Federal Government to 
build · multiple hydroelectric dams and 
turn them over to the private utilities 
under so-called-and this is an interest
ing enough phrase, as it has cropped up 
in the debate-partnership arrangement, 
whereby the private utilities make the 
profits from the dam and the American 
taxpayers pay 'for the nonreimbursable 
costs of operating the dam? . 
. Mr. KEFAUVER. · Yes. This is the 
same type of lobbying campaign that 
we saw when it .was proposed to give the 
atomic energy rights away and to give 
away the water from the dam and estab
lish a so-called partnership. It is the 
same thing. It is the same as it was in 
connection with other giveaways that 
we have had proposeq. This campaign 
is more iptense, bigger, .better orga
nized, and mo.re nationally: . spread out 
today and, apparently, more effective. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another· question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. MORSE. When the Senator says 
more intense or more extensive, does he 
mean that it will cost the American tax
payer many more hundreds of millions 
of dollars than would have been the case 
if the private electric utilities had been 
successful in getting by with their part
nership scheme which was but a device 
for them to put their hand into the pub
lic till for the benefit of their stock
holders and to the disadvantage of the 
taxpayers of the country as a whQle? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The giveaway in 
the partnership proposal that the Sena
tor is discussing was a smalltime op
eration; small potat<;>es, compared. with 
this proposal. 'fhe giveaway is not only 
vast and of great value, but the hands 
of the Government would be tied, re
quiring the payment of the fullest rates, 
and requiring that NASA continue to do 
research and· deveiopment for the cor
poration, even after the corporation is 
set up. This benefit would be given free 
to the corporation. Therefore, in many 
important ways great benefits are to be 
given to the corporation if the bill is 
passed. Those benefits greatly over
shadow what the Senator has been talk
ing about, and they are not comparable 
with the giveaways he has mentioned, 
and against which we have fought in 
connection with the power from the dams 
built by the Government. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for another 
question. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator re
call that when he and I came to the 
Senate many years ago, we were sub
jected, when we opposed private µtilities' 
attempts to take over the power-pro
ducing facilities of multiple-purpose 
hydroelectric dams, to the same sort of 
criticism and attacks to which we are 
now subjected because of our opposition 
to this monopolistic satellite communi
cations bill? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is en
tirely correct. He had been in the Sen
ate for a considerable _time. However, 
shortly after I came here we had to talk 
at length to get the message over. We 
were accused of blocking legislation and 
holding up things in exactly the same 
way in which we are being attacked now. 
Exactly the same kind of attacks were 
made. Those attacks were even more 
intense when a number of us talked at 
considerable length to avoid giving away 
the atomic energy rights of the United 
States. 

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator yield 
for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. . 
Mr. MORSE. This is a subject matter 

on which I wish to examine the Senator. 
Does the Senator remember the atomic 
energy bill fight? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I do remember that 
fight very well. I remember is vividly. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
T.ennessee,remember,that that bill, as I 
recall, covered 110 pages? 
.·. Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; I remember 
that it was a very lengthy and compli
cated bill. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the· Senator recall 
that that bill came to the floor of the 
Senate one afternoon, and the .request 
was made by the then leadership of the 
Senate for a unanimous-consent request 
to vote on the bill before the day was 
over? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; I recall that 
we were to be given 4 hours for the con
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. MO~SE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for another 
question. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator re
call that when the senior Senator from 
Oregon objected, he was Peck's Bad Boy 
then, too? · · 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I remember that 
the Senator objected· not" once but sev-
eral times, and successfully. · 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator recall 
that the majority 'leader of that time 
said to me, in effect, that unless I was 
willing to consent to the unanimous-con
sent agreement to vote on that bill that 
day, I could start talking? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I remember that 
very vividly. _ 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator recall 
that I explained to the majority leader 
that I would do my best to accommodate 
him? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; I remember 
the Senator expressed the feeling that 
he was ready to accommodate him. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator recall 
that the then majority leader overlooked 
one very important factor, however, and 
that was that I was not alone? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I remember that 
the majority leader overlooked an im
portant factor as to the length of time 
the Senator was going to speak; also the 
fact that· he had friends in the Senate 
who had the· same feeling as he had. I 
am proud to say today that I was one of 
them. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator recall 
we stood together as a little group of 
what were called willful men on that oc
casion in opposition to that bill? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. I remember 
we were called many ugly names. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator recall 
that in our fight against the attempt to 
give away the atomic · energy rights of 
our country we were charged with block
ing the will of the majority? 

Mr.KEFAUVER. The bill had come 
from committee by almost unanimous 
vote, we were told, and had been con
sidered by some other committee and 
approved by a big vote. We were told 
that someone downtown wanted it, and 
that we were blocking the will of the 
majority. The same charges are being 
leveled at us now. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator recall 
that we were attacked on the ground 
that we were obstructionists and filibus
terers and Senators uncooperative with 
the will of the leadership and the ma
jority of the Senate? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I recall that. I had 
not been , in the Senate very long, and I 
was not as expeJ:'.ien'.cecl in these matters 
as I am now, and I must say that those 
charges gave me some worry at night. 
But I got over it all right. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr . . KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques-
tion. · -

Mr. MORSE. Does the· Senator re
call that we talked for 13 days and 6 
nights? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. I had forgot
ten the exact length of time, but I re
member that there were some all-night 
sessiqns. . · 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator recall 
that a part of the assignment of the 
senior Senator from Oregon in that de
bate was to hold down the graveyard 
shift during two of those nights? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I remember the 
Senator had that assignment, and he 
fulfilled it. I recall that that was the 
occasion when the Senator spoke 26 or 
27 hours. 

I recall also that the distinguished 
Republican Senator, who sadly is _not 
_with us any longer, and whom we all 
miss, the great liberal, Senator Langer, 
·was having a little trouble with his eyes, 
and he asked unanimous consent to al
low the clerk to read his speech. He 
gave the clerk about five pages of his 
speech, · and then shortly afterward 
placed about 150 more pages under the 
speech which the clerk was reading. So 
the late Senator from North Dakota par
ticipated in the long debate by remain
ing in his seat while the clerk read his 
speech. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee yield for an
other question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

. 
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Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator recall 

that, as that debate progressed, the 
American people started to be informed 
as to the issues that were at stake, with 
the result that the Senate also started 
to be inf armed as to the wishes of many 
people in America? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I do recall that. 
I recall that messages, telephone calls, 
letters, communications, and resolutions 
began to come in as the information 
about that technical bill got out to the 
people; and the same thing is happening 
now with respect to this bill. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator_ yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator recall 
that in the atomic energy filibuster de
bate, naughty as that word is, the result 
was the adding of one amendment after 
another to that bill, and that in all prob
ability not one amendment would have 
been adopted had we surrendered to the 
:i;equest of the then steamrollering ma
jority which sought to ram that bill down 
our throats on the very afternoon of the 
day that bill was brought to the :floor of 
the Senate? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I recall that. I am 
certain that none of those amendments 
which protected the public interest, and 
finally got the bill into such shape that 
it was not a giveaway, would have been 
adopted if we had yielded to t];le steam
roller tactics under which that bill was 
brought up. But the public interest was 
protected. 

Mr. MORS;E. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
Tennessee think it would be fair to say 
that he and the Senator from Oregon, 
and many others of us who are standing 
together on this issue, are . pretty well 
battle scarred froni the battles over 
steamroller tactics in the Senate, and 
that it is pretty difficult to convince us 
that we should throw away the public 
interest merely because it might be good 
temporary politics for us to do so? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think the Senator 
from Oregon and I-particularly the 
Senator from Oregon-have been in a 
great many battles which are called ugly 
n~mes, and that--

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Tennessee yield? 

. Mr. KEFAUVER. I will yield in just 
a moment. . We have become accastomed 
to doing what we believe is in the public 
interest, to save the Government from 
steamroller tactics wherever it is neces
sary. I am very happy to be standing 
here fighting along with the Senator 
from Oregon, because I think that of all 
the previous giveaways he has men
tion, this is the most mammoth, the one 
which will reverberate the worst against 
the sponsors of it. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques-
tion. 

Mr. MORSE. Is the Senator from 
Tennessee convinced that if the debate 
on the communications satellite bill con
tinues long enough, more and more peo-

ple in the United States will come to 
understand the position of the present 
minority which is opposed to the bill, 
and will start to make their wishes 
known in regard to the merits and 
demerits of the bill? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am sure that that 
will take place; it has occurred on all 
other such occasions. 

I do not know what the mail of the 
Senator from Oregon shows, but my 
telephone calls, telegrams, and letters 
show that there is beginning to be a 
wider appreciation of the danger to 
come from this bill. I am certain that 
the information will get out to the coun
try . and that there will be a change of 
sentiment. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. MORSE. Would the Senator be 
surprised to learn that the communica
tions I am receiving, mostly in the form 
of telegrams, are running 9 to 1 in sup
port of the position of the Senator from 
Oregon in opposition to the bill? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am not surprised 
~o hear that, because that is just about 
the ratio of the communications I have 
been receiving. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. ~ yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator un
derstand that in a situation such as this, 
such statistics are not, of course, neces
sarily too conclusive, because we are in
clined to hear, in this format, from many 
persons who share our point of view; 
nevertheless, they are symptomatic and 
indicative of a growing interest in the 
country in respect to the bill? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I agree with the 
Senator. I know that when a constitu
ent observes that a Senator who is a 
friend of his has taken a position, he 
may be more inclined to send a telegram 
or write a letter than someone else would 
be. But it is indicative. I have found 
that one way of telling when people are 
really becoming concerned about some
thing, is when they start to send lengthy 
handwritten letters themselves. We are 
getting quite a number of those, as I am 
sure the Senator from Oregon is, too. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator agree 
with me that we who are in opposition 
to the bill are making a reasonable re
quest when we ask that the bill be re
f erred to the Committee on Foreign Re
lations for full hearings, in orcier that the 
committee may consider many of the 
foreign policy problems which the Sen
ator from Tennessee has already com
mented upon in the course of his able, 
eloquent, and brilliant speech this after
noon? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; I feel, as does 
the Senator from Oregon, that that is a 
reasonable request. I think every Mem
ber of the Senate should feel that he 
would be more enlightened about this 
important foreign poiicy matter after 
full hearings by the Committee on For-

eign Relations and a report from that 
committee. 

Apparently the President himself has 
become concerned about the question, 
because on July 12 he asked that a for
eign policy study be made, the benefit 
of which,- of course, we do not have. I 
think it is a very reasonable request and 
ought to be agreed to, and that hearings 
should be started. Then we can see 
where we will g9 from there. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. MORSE. Is the Senator from 
Oregon correct in his impression or un
derstanding that there is no great need 
for hasty action on the bill, because 
there will probably be a minimum of 
1 ½ to 2 ½ years before there will be any 
chance of really putting into operation 
the beginning of the program contem
plated by the bill? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is 
entirely correct. There would be no loss 
in research and development by reason 
of the delay. The corporation could not 
even issue stock now because the system 
has not been decided upon. Many wit
nesses have stated that there would be 
nothing for the corporation to do but to 
sit on its hands for a year. The only 
reason for the creation of the corpora
tion is the desire of the big companies 
to get their exemption from the antitrust 
laws now, while the iron is hot. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. · President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a 
question. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator agree 
with me that when a program such , as 
this, which involves many millions of 
dollars of the taxpayers' money, is before 
us, the taxpayers ought to have an op
portunity to have the bill thoroughly 
discussed during the oncoming political 
campaign, especially in view of the fact 
that there is no need for immediate 
action, so far as the implementation of 
the bill is concerned? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I fully agree that it 
ought to be discussed in the political 
campaigns this fall. I agree that those 
of us who return to our States and report 
to our people should take the oppor
tunity to talk about the bill and explain 
it. Then, either in an adjourned session 
this year or early in the session next 
January, when I believe there would be 
an informed public opinion and ideas 
would be better crystallized, I would join 
with the Senator from Oregon, and, if at 
that time public opinion had not come 
our way and if there were still insistence 
on the passage of some kind of bill, I 
would speak against it and vote against 
it, but I would not impede its passage 
by extra-long talk .. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee yield for an
other question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a 
question. 

Mr. MORSE. Is not the Senator from 
Tennessee surprised that the present ma
jority supporters of the bill do not want 
to join us under the precious democratic 
processes in this country in taking the 
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bill to the people for campaign discus
sion, prior to enacting it into law? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I hoped they would, 
and I was somewhat surprised that they 
did not join in our request. But appar
ently they have not done so. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee yield for a fur
ther question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
Tennessee share my lurking suspicion 
that there may be among the supporters 
of the bill some who are suspicious that 
the bill might not be underwritten by the 
voting public if it were submitted as an 
issue during the campaigns, and there
fore they feel that, because of whatever 
obligations they owe to those who want 
the bill passed, they had better get it 
passed now, because once that were done, 
it would be difficult to correct the wrong 
which we think would be done by the 
bill? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think so. I be
lieve they think that once the bill is 
passed, people will tend to forget about 
it, and will not be so much interested in 
this issue. But I feel, as does the Sena
tor from Oregon, that this issue is of 
very great importance. The idea of a 
space communications satellite is ro
mantic and difficult to conceive of. So 
certainly the voters are entitled to have 
time to consider it, and it should be dis
cussed in the political campaigns. 

I have every conviction that when 
there is an informed public opinion, the 
people of this country will not like what 
is being attempted under the terms of 
this bill. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

SETTLEMENT OF STRIKE AT NU
CLEAR SUBMARINE PRODUCTION 
PLANT 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Tennessee yield to 
me, if it is understood that in doing so 
he will not lose the floor, and also that 
when he resumes his remarks, following 
this interruption, he will not be charged 
with having made an additional speech? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Under those condi
tions, I am very happy to yield to the 
Senator from Arkansas. This is still 
my first speech. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I have not kept the 
score. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Sen
ator from Tennessee for yielding. 

Mr. President, I wish to make an an
nouncement. The Senate will recall that 
yesterday our subcommittee sought to 
hold hearings on a subject which I 
thought possibly involved the security of 
the country, at least to a degree; I re
fer to the strike which has been in 
process at Groton, Conn., against the 
Electric Boat Co., which is in the process 
of constructing nuclear-powered sub
marines. That strike has been in prog
ress for about 10 days; and up until to
night there will have been lost on this 

project 76·,750 man-days of work. Here
tofore, there have been two proposed 
settlement agreements, but both have 
been voted down. 

Yesterday the committee held a con
ference regarding an incident which had 
occurred, and then made the informa
tion public. 

I have just learned that today a vote 
was taken to ascertain whether the mem
bers of the union would approve a third 
proposed settlement which was submit
ted to them. I am now advised that the 
agreement has been accepted by the 
workers, by a vote of 4,775 in favor of 
accepting the agreement, as opposed to 
1,485 against accepting it, and that the 
men will return to work at midnight 
tonight. 

I know it is good news to all of us that 
the strike has finally been settled. 

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 
The following report of a committee 

was submitted: 
By Mr. PASTORE, from the Committee 

on Appropriations, with amendments: 
H.R.11151. An act making appropriations 

for the legislative branch for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1963, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 1791). 

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS 
SATELLITE SYSTEM 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the motion of Mr. MANSFIELD that the 
Senate proceed to consider the bill (H.R. 
11040) to provide for the establishment, 
ownership, operation, and regulation of 
a commercial communications satellite 
system, and for other purposes. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield, with 
the understanding that in yielding to me 
he will not lose the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. MORTON. I ask unanimous con

sent that the vote on the pending ques
tion be taken at 8: 30 p.m. 

Mr. MORSE. I object. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 

know Members of the Senate want to 
hear the views of able Members of the 
Senate who are interested in this ques
tion. Later I shall have a great deal 
more to say about many aspects of it. 

So, Mr. President, in ending my 
speech, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum; and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 

Aiken 
Allott 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Boggs 
Bottum 
Burdick 
Bush 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W. Va.. 
Cannon 
Capehart 

[No. 142 Leg.] 
Carlson 
Case 
Chavez 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 
CUrtis 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Eastland 
Ellender 

Engle 
Ervin 
Goldwater 
Gore 
Gruening 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Holland 
Hruska 
Humphrey 

Jackson 
Javits 
Johnston 
Jordan 
Keating 
Kefauver 
Kerr 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long, Hawaii 
Long, La. 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
McGee 

-McNamara 
Metcalf 
Miller 
Morse 
Morton 
Moss 
Mundt 
Muskie 
Pastore 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Scott 

Smathers 
Smith, Mass. 
Smith, Maine 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wiley 
Williams, N.J. 
Williams, Del. 
Yarborough 
Young, N. Dak. 
Young, Ohio 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PELL 
in the chair). A quorum is present. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, sev
eral Senators opposing the satellite bill 
have expressed their apprehension over 
the foreign policy aspects of the bill. 
They have announced their intention of 
moving that the bill be rereferred to the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee for 
study. Such a motion is entirely in order 
if the bill is before the Senate. 

Unfortunately, however, the bill is not 
yet before us. Since last Thursday we 
have been engaged in parliamentary 
skirmishes; in producing quorums in or
der that the Senate leadership might 
exercise its traditional authority to de
termine the hour of meeting; and in de
bate, both relevant and otherwise, on 
the motion to take up the bill. 

As a consequence, a motion to ref er 
the bill to the Foreign Relations Com
mittee is not in order at this time. I de
sire to give Senators who oppose the bill 
an opportunity to make this motion at 
a time when it would be in order. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the communications satellite 
bili be made the pending business; that, 
upan its being made the pending busi
ness, it be immediately ref erred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations with in
structions to report the bill back to the 
Senate not later than 12 o'clock noon 
on Tuesday next; and that, upon its 
being reported back to the Senate, it be 
made the pending business before the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I should like to have 
the attention of the majority leader for 
a brief moment to say that I desire to 
call for a quorum, which will give us 
an opportunity for some consultation 
within our group. We have not had an 
opportunity to consult in regard to the 
proposal. I think the majority leader 
is entitled to have the composite judg
ment of the group. Our leader, the Sen
ator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], 
is off the floor temporarily. We shall 
do our best to get him back here as 
quickly as possible-certainly within a 
quorum call period. I ask the majority 
leader if he would have any objection to 
calling for a quorum at this point with 
the understanding that his unanimous
consent request will be the pending busi
ness at the conclusion thereof. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I should be de
lighted to yield for .that purpose, with 
the further proviso that I do not lose 
my right to the floor. 

Mr. MORSE. Certainly, with that 
proviso. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. MORSE. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President. I 
ask unanimous consent that further pro
ceedings under the quorum call may be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask that the time specified in the request 
I made be changed to 12 o'clock noon on 
Friday, August 10, 1962, and that it be 
acted on. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana'? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, am I correct in 
my understanding that it is now pro
posed, first, that the bill be made the 
pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Second, that the bill 
be referred to the Committee on For
eign Relations? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Third, that the bill 
be reported to the Senate not later than 
12 o'clock noon on Friday, August 10, 
1962? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. So there would be a 
delay of 10 days before the bill would 
be reported, during which time it would 
remain the pending business of the Sen
ate? Am I correct now in that esti
mate of the request before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill would be referred to the committee. 
It would not be the pending business. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, when 
the bill came back to the Senate from 
the Committee on Foreign Relations 
would it be the pending business of the 
Senate? 

The . PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. In. the event the bill 

should not be reported by the Foreign 
Relations Committee by Friday, August 
10, what would be the situation? Would 
the bill automatically be the pending 
business before the Senate, in accord
ance with the request made by the Sen
ator? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That would be my 
assumption. I have no doubt that the 
Committee on Foreign Relations would 
be diligent in its attention to the ques
tion and that the bill would be reported 
by noon on Friday, August 10, so that 
it could be made the pending business 
before this body at that time. This 
would be a direction on the part of the 
Senate as a whole to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the majority leader yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, it oc

curs to me it would have to be assumed, 
notwithstanding the action of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, that on 
Friday, August 10, the bill would be auto
matically considered as having been re
ported to the Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is 
correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona will state it. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Would this mean 
that the Senate would not have the op
portunity of acting on the bill until 
August 10? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is 
correct; but we would hope that some 
improvements would be made in the b111 
in the Committee on Foreign Relations 
and that the Senate could act more ex
peditiously once the bill was reported to 
the Senate. I think this is about the 
best way to handle the situation at this 
time; and I hope the Senator will un
derstand. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator un
derstands. The Senator originally un
derstood it was to be August 3 and not 
August 10. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. The time was 
to be Tuesday next, which is August 7. 
More time was asked, but the requested 
extension of time was reduced by half. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. Is the junior Senator 

from Tennessee correct in his under
standing that the majority leader has 
now asked unanimous consent, first, 
that the request to ·consider the bill 
now be agreed to; second, that the bill 
be immediately referred to the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations; third, that the 
Committee on Foreign Relations be 
directed to report the bill to the Senate 
not later than 12 o'clock noon on Fri
day, August 10; and, fourth, that the 
bill at that time immediately become the 
pending business of the Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. What is the emergency 

legislation which requires the Senate's 
attention meanwhile? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. As the Senator 
knows, there are a number of confer
ence reports to be considered. The con
ference report on the Defense Depart
ment appropriation bill and other 
conference reports on appropriation bills 
are to be considered. There is a farm 
bill, and other measures which have ac
cumulated on the calendar, including the 
atomic energy bill and bills of that sort, 
and the drug bill of the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], which will 
be brought before the policy committee. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. As one who has insisted 
perhaps too long and perhaps a little too 
enthusiastically that the satellite com
munications bill has foreign policy im
plications which should be considered 
by the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
and particularly so since the White 
House has initiated a study on the sub
ject, I have insisted that the bill ought 
to be ref erred to the Committee on For
eign Relations. The able majority lead
er has agreed to that. I am authorized 
to speak for the group with which I 
am associated. We are prepared to 
agree to the four-point unanimous
consent request which has been sub
mitted. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Montana has the floor. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 

the Senator withhold his objection? 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I will withhold 

my objection, but I am going to object 
to this kind of agreement. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nebraska will state it. 

Mr. CURTIS. Should the unanimous
consent request be agreed to, would the 
Committee on Foreign Relations have 
authority to amend the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee would have the authority to 
recommend amendments to the bill. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. By the same token, 
the committee need not· necessarily rec
ommend amendments to the proposed 
legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
hope that no Senator will interpose an 
objection to the unanimous-consent 
request now before this body. 

I assure Senators that we have worked 
hard to arrive at an agreement. I can 
understand the feelings on the part of 
certain Senators on both sides of the 
aisle. I believe that the proposal is the 
best we can do at this time. Despite the 
fact that this is the second time the bill 
has been brought up, I hope that this 
courtesy will be extended to the leader
ship, so that we may come to grips with 
other proposed legislation, and let the 
Committee on Foreign Relations handle 
the bill at this time. If ·that could be 
done, I assure Senators that it would be 
deeply and personally appreciated. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. It is with great 

reluctance that the Senator from Ari
zona objects to that approach. 

I had understood that the agreement 
would call for a report next Tuesday. In 
such an event I could go along with him 
on the request. I see no reason to reach 
an agreement with a group of Senators 
who by dilatory tactics are helping the 
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Russians. I see no reason why this body 
should back down from its responsibility, 
The bill has been amply displayed be
.fore committees of the House and of the 
Senate. The House passed the bill 
overwhelmingly, The Senate commit
tees have approved it overwhelmingly. I 
do not know why the majority of the 
Senate must back down before a group 
of Senators who, for their own purposes, 
honest as they may be, wish to delay the 
decision. 

I would be perfectly willing to go along 
with the decision to report the bill back 
next Tuesday. But if we were to delay 
action for 10 days with the understand
ing that no amendments could be of
fered, we would wind up in the situation · 
in which we are today. So why fool our
selves? Let us face this handful of re-
actionaries who want to retard the 
progress of the United States for 24 
hours a day, 

I promise my leader, the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], whose honesty 
I have never questioned-as has the 
senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRsEJ-that I will remain here and 
fight 24 hours a day to force this hand
ful of reactionaries into the mire of the 
background. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Let me say to my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle, as 
I have tried to say over the past several 
days, that the leadership, which includes 
the distinguished Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DIRKSEN] and the majority leader, 
the Senator from Montana, must depend 
upon the courtesy, consideration, and 
tolerance of Members of this body, We 
have no extraordinary powers. Every 
Senator has as much power in his hands 
as we have in ours. In view of that fact, 
in view of the situation in which we .find 
ourselves, we hope that a degree of leni
ence and tolerance will be shown so that 
the proposed agreement, which was 
entered into voluntarily by the two lead
ers, may be honored. 

I question the motives of no Senator, 
whether he is for or against the bill. 
.I doubt the intent of no Senator. I hope 
that the request will be given the con
sideration which only the Senate can 
bestow on the two men it has elected to 
be its responsible leaders. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I have the most 

profound respect for the majority 
leader, as he well knows. 

Mr. MANSF-IELD. And I appreciate 
it. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. He is an able, 
honest, and dedicated American. My 
dedication to my minority leader can 
never be questioned. But I have read in 
this morning's discussion of this subject 
a statement by the Senator from Ore
gon [Mr. MORSE], which, though I can
not quote-

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senat.or yield before he quotes? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The senator from 
Oregon warned, that, in any event, he 

would do what he could to shelve the 
bill until after the November elections. 

We have absolutely no assurance from 
the Senator from Oregon that if the 
measure is reported favorably by the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, he will 
withdraw his objection. 

Before I am asked to pass on the re
quest, I should like to have an assurance 
from the Senator from Oregon and from 
other Members of the group of reaction
aries who are preventing consideration 
of the bill that they will not raise the 
same objections after the Committee on 
Foreign Relations has had an opportu
nity to discuss the question. 

I remember that earlier · today the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE] said 
that not 5 days, not 10 days, not a month, 
but months would be required to hear 
the number of witnesses that the group 
feels should appear before the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations. What assur
ance have we that after that sort of 
hokey-pokey of going through the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations we would 
be able to act? The chairman is not 
even present. I cannot blame him. He 
is seeking reelection in Arkansas to
night-I hope unsuccessfully. As a 
Member of the Senate, I wish to know 
what the Senator from Oregon will do 
if and when the bill is reported favor
ably by the Committee on Foreign Re
lations. What will the Senators from 
Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER and Mr. GORE] 
do? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I point out to the 
Senator that the leadership has agreed 
to a delay of only 3 days beyond the day 
agreed upon. So far as the bill is con
cerned, when it is reported back I hope 
that the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
GOLDWATER] and all other Senators 
will trust the leadership once again, this 
time with the hope that a greater de
gree of success will be achieved in the 
successful passage of the bill. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I trust the lead

ership. I do not trust the colleagues of 
the leader. I am in a serious predica-
ment. · 

Mr. MANSFIELD. So am I. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I should like to 

hear some of the leaders of the reaction
ary group tell us what is to happen 
when the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions agrees with the other committees 
and says, with the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PASTORE], the able chair
man of the subcommittee, that the bill 
is a good one and that we must have it. 
We must beat the Russians in this area. 
I should like to hear from some of the 
Senators to whom I have referred. We 
have nothing else to do. The Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG] is now on his 
feet. Perhaps he has some elucidation 
to off er on the question. 

Mr. LONG OF Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield, if I have the floor. 

Mr; MANSFIELD. I yield to the Sen
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank my 
able and genial friend from Arizona, 
whom I very much admire. For 6 weeks 
I have been accused of being a Socialist. 
I therefore thank the Senator for mak
ing me a reactionary. I have tried to 
tell many people that in some respects I 
had some of the attributes of a conserva
tive, although I do not claim to be one. 
I hope that he included me in the gen
erality of his statement as being a 
reactionary. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I did not mention 
the Senator's name. I thought he was 
still in Louisiana campaigning, although 
I realize that that is a rather fruitless 
gesture down there. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Am I correct in the 
assumption that the business before the 
Senate is the unanimous-consent re
quest, and that objections are in order? 

The . PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Reserving the right to 
object, the issue today is the satellite 
bill. No one could have watched the 
Telstar last week and not realized the 
importance of this legislation to the 
country, not 1 month from now or 3 
months or 5 months from now, but to
day. I cannot understand this situa
tion. The bill was before us previously 
this year. The distinguished majority 
leader has mentioned this situation re
peatedly. It is my purpose to support 
him as far as I can to enable the Senate 
to legislate. However, I will not sit idly 
by and let the Senate be stalemated by 
a few Senators who will not even permit 
legislation to come before it. Whether 
Senators choose to sign or not sign the 
cloture petition somewhere along the 
way is for them to determine. 

I did not come to the Senate, and I 
was not elected to the Senate, to be a 
part of a frustrated, fumbling group of 
legislators who cannot even decide 
whether or not the Senate should legis
late. Those are my feelings. 

I should like to propose two questions 
to the majority leader before I decide 
whether or not I wish to object. 

First, if no objection is raised to the 
distinguished majority leader's request, 
will the bill, in such form. as it may come 
from the Foreign Relations Committee, 
be amendable, if necessary_, back to its 
present form? 

Mr. MANSFIELD~ The Senator is 
correct; it could be amended. 

Mr. ALLOTT. And amendments of
fered to it to put it back in its present 
form would not, by action of the two 
leaders, be laid on the table. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. ALLOTT~ The second question is 
this: If we retreat-and it is a retreat-
again .from the small group who have 
decided to thwart the will of the Senate 
from even bringing legislation before us, 
have we the assurance of the majority 
leader and the minority leader that whe1:1 

. 
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the bill is reported to the Senate; no other 
business will become the business of the 
Senate until this issue has been decided? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor
rect in his assumption. I give· him my 
assurance, and I am sure that the dis
tinguished minority leader will join me 
in that assurance. 

Mr. ALLOTT. That being the case, 
upon the basis of those two assurances-
first, that the bill may be amended back 
into its present form, if necessary, and, 
second, that no other business will be
come the business of the Senate until 
this question is decided no matter how 
we wish to decide it, I will--

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. A parliamentary in
quiry. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I have not yielded the 
:floor. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I do not believe the 
Senator has the :floor. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I have the floor for the 
purpose of objection. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr. ALLOTT. I will yield if I do not 
lose the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HRUSKA. If no other business is 
to come before the Senate after the bill 
is reported, my inquiry is, What will the 
Senate do between July 31, at 8:45 p.m., 
and August 10, at 12 o'clock noon? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. When 
the bill is sent to the committee, the 
Senate will do what it chooses to do in 
working its will and carrying on its nor
mal business. 

Mr. HRUSKA. What will that other 
business be? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Conference reports 
on appropriation bills, the Atomic En
ergy authorization bill-I shall have to 
confer with the Senator from Louisiana 
about the farm bill. 

Mr. HRUSKA. If the farm bill is to 
be considered, the Senator from Nebraska 
will be very seriously tempted to object 
to the unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator 
give me some leeway so that we may dis
cuss the question at the appropriate 
time? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy to extend 
some leeway, but I would not give a great 
deal of consideration to retreating from 
the stand I have announced. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. We will give the 
Senator from Nebraska every possible 
consideration. 

Mr. HRUSKA. This is the third go
around on the communications satellite 
bill. We h ave retreated again, as the 
Senator from Colorado has said. I do 
not know what we shall be able to expect 
when August 10 rolls around. Perhaps 
we sh all be asked to set it aside again, 
for the fourth time. If the farm bill is 
included in the list the Senator from 
Montana has mentioned, the Senator 
f rom Nebraska is constrained to say that 
he may be tempted to object. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, do I 
still have the floor? 

The P RESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Colorado has the floor. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Does the distinguished 
majority leader wish me to yield to him? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. 
Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, upon 

assurances upon those two points, and 
much against my will, I will say, almost 
with a sense of shame, that I will not 
object, but will go along in an attempt 
to uphold the hand of the two leaders of 
the Senate. However, come another sit
uation, this question will be resolved 
on this floor before adjournment. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi

dent, I should like to resolve the par
liamentary situation. I understand 
that the Senator from Arizona has ob
jected but has withheld his objection 
temporarily. I should like, under that 
reservation to object. to say that I was 
astounded a moment ago when the re
quest was changed from next Tuesday 
noon for the reporting of the bill, with 
which I reluctantly went along, to a few 
days later. 

I think that is a very disappointing 
situation. So far as reference of the 
bill to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions is concerned, I see no sound reason 
why it should be referred to that com
mittee. The Committee on Foreign 
Relations has not requested such ref er
ence. The chairman of the committee 
has not requested it. The committee has 
taken no action asking that the bill be 
referred to it. 

I reluctantly went along, as a matter 
of compromise, with the proposed 
method of making the bill the order of 
business before the Senate, so that we 
could proceed with the business of the 
Senate. I calculated that the delay until 
Tuesday noon would be not more than 
about 1 day's delay beyond what would 
have occurred had a cloture vote taken 
place on next Thursday or Friday, and 
that there would be no appreciable delay 
in getting on with the business of the 
Senate and bringing the satellite bill up 
as the order of business before · the 
Senate. 

When a request is made to ref er the 
bill to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions, I think it is bound to be only a 
means of getting the bill before the Sen
ate as the order of business, not because 
there is any necessity for referring the 
bill to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. The best of proof that I can give 
of that is that the Committee on Foreign 
Relations has not requested that the bill 
be referred to it, either officially or un
officially, or through the chairman of 
that committee. 

I am very much disappointed that this 
change has suddenly occurred. As I 
h ave said, I reluctantly went along with 
the idea of reporting the bill back by 
Tuesday noon, but I am disappointed 
that there has. been a further postpone
ment, which to me can . only mean fur
th er procrastination, a further dilatory 
operation, one which does not serve the 
purpose of get ting on with the essent ial 
space legislation. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, have 
I the floor ? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois has the floor. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield, 
without losing the :floor, to the distill• 
guished majority leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. What the Senator 
from Iowa has just said about his agree
ment to the proposed solution is abso
lutely correct. He reluctantly agreed to 
a deadline of Tuesday noon next. Un
fortunately, it was not possible to agree 
to that particular proposal when the 
question was raised on the floor of the 
Senate. We looked around for the Sen
ator from Iowa, but he was in his other 
office. We discussed the question with 
the distinguished minority leader and 
with other Senators. I have discussed 
it with the acting chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, the distin
guished Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN], who has assured me that he 
is ready to start hearings on Thursday 
and would do his best to have the com
mittee report to the Senate before Fri
day, August 10. I hope that that state
ment will, in part, help to explain the 
difference which the Senator from Iowa 
has brought to the attention of the Sen
ate, because what he has said in that re
spect is absolutely correct. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, with
out losing my right to the floor, I yield 
to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The bill was ex
amined very carefully by the Committee 
on Aeronautical and Space Sciences and 
was thereupon approved unanimously. 
It was examined carefully in the Com
mittee on Interstate Commerce. In two 
committees, the bill has been approved 
by a very large majority-30 out of 32 
Senators. Inasmuch as 30 out of 32 
Senators on these two committees have 
approved the bill, after most extensive 
hearings, I ask the majority leader why 
it should be necessary to refer this bill 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Several Senators 
who have spoken in opposition to the bill 
have raised the point, as I recall, that 
not enough control was placed in the 
hands of the Department of State, so far 
as projecting satellites into other parts 
of the world is concerned. I believe they 
have a valid point. It seems to me that 
this is a problem which could be solved 
without too much trouble and should be 
worthy of consideration by the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations. 

The Senator from Missouri is correct 
when he states that the bill was approved 
by two committees, and that 30 out of 
32 Senators voted to report the bill. 

The bill was also approved by the 
policy committee, which is comprised of 
about 15 Senators; and, as I recall, it 
was approved by that committee unani
mously. 

However, I think there are times when 
we should show a little tolerance and 
understanding. If we do, I think the re
sults will be more beneficial all around. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Montana yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, if the Senator 
from Illinois will allow me to do so. 

Mr . DIRKSEN. I will allow the Sen
ator from Montana to yield to the 
Senator from Missouri. 
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Mr. SYMINGTON. As I understand 
it, the majority leader does not believe 
that either of the two committees that 
considered the bill were delinquent in 
their .efforts with respect to the bill? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. On the contrary; 
they were very diligent in their duties. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Nevertheless, as I 
understand it, in order to move on with 
the business of the Senate, the majority 
leader now recommends that the Senate 
approve this ref err al to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, and that the bill 
be discussed in that committee in order 
to be sure ultimately it will come to the 
floor of the Senate. Is that correct? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I have so sug
gested. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the able 
majority leader. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield, so that I may 
propound a question to the majority 
leader? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield, provided I do 
not lose my right to the floor. 

Mr. KERR. If I correctly understand 
the unanimous-consent request, if the 
request is granted, the bill is to be re
ported back by the Committee on Foreign 
Relations not later than noon a week 
from the coming Friday; and upon its 
being reported, even though it should be 
reported on Thursday, it would be the 
pending business. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct; 
even on Tuesday. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield, provided I do 
not lose my right to the floor. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Am I to under
stand that if the unanimous-consent re
quest is agreed to tonight, when the 
measure leaves this body it will be the 
pending business? Is my understand
ing correct? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think that is cor
rect, although I shall refer the question 
to the majority leader. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Am I correct in 
assuming that if the request shall be 
agreed to, the measure when it leaves the 
Senate tonight will be the pending busi
ness? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It will be the pend
ing business for the rest of the evening, 
but it will be referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, and other business 
will be transacted until the bill is re
ported to the Senate a week from Friday 
or earlier. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Am I to under
stand that when the bill is reported by 
the committee, automatically, without 
any opportunity for objection, without 
any parliamentary intrigue, it will be 
the pending business? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Will the dis
tinguished majority leader agree that in 
the interim the farm bill will not be 
brought up? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is a tough 
question. I will say to the Senator from 
Arizona and to the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA] that, contrary to 
my better judgment, I will do my best to 
see to it that it is not brought up. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The majority 
leader is the majority leader of the Sen
ate. I repeat what I have said earlier 
to him. I have the most profound re
spect for him. I only wish he were a 
Republican. I could embrace him with 
both arms, because he is a man of in
tegrity and honor, in spite of what the 
senior Senator from Oregon might say. 
But if he could assure us that the farm 
bill would not come up in the interim, a 
bill which, in our opinion, is most danger
ous, the felicitous feeling of the Senator 
from Arizona toward the Senator from 
Montana might be expressed in a more 
profound way. I might withdraw my 
objection to the proposed action, al
though I think, frankly-if the Senator 
from Montana will yield further--

Mr. MANSFIELD. Of course. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I think it is a 

retreat. I think the Senate of the 
United States does not have to be held 
up, on the question of whether it will 
consider a measure, by a group of 14 or 
15 Senators. 

I think we are being made to look 
rather silly and foolish in the eyes of the 
people. I wonder about the opinion of 
the people who in the past 7 or 8 days 
have been sitting in the galleries around 
this Chamber, listening to us respond to 
the call of the roster of the Senate, but 
not finding many Senators in the Cham
ber. I well recall that the first time I 
came into this Chamber, I asked, "What 
are Senators being paid for? Almost 
no one is present." 

Mr. President, what are we being paid 
for? What are we supposed to do? We 
are supposed to decide on legislation. 
Yet a willful group of Senators armed 
with the dilatory muscle of the rules and 
of their own wills is able to keep the 
Senate, supposedly the most august body 
in the world and supposedly the greatest 
deliberative body in the world, from even 
discussing legislation. 

If we were discussing a bill or resolu
tion, the situation would be different. 
But, Mr. President, we are only talking 
about whether we will discuss the bill. 
How in the name of good commonsense 
can this body stand by and watch a will
ful handful defeat the purposes of our 
country? 

The tactics we have observed are dila
tory tactics the like of which I have never 
before observed in my private life, in my 
business life, or in my political life. 

The Sel).ate would be much · better off 
if it disposed of this measure. We do 
not have to give in to this little group; 
we do not have to give in to any group. 

Mr. President, I will vote against in
voking cloture, because I think this 
grouP--wrong as I think them to be-are 
entitled to their day in court. But now 
they have had their day in court; and 
they have also had our day in court. I 
remember the situation last Saturday 
when the session lasted more than 9 ½ 
hours. At that time the leader-al
though this morning he dissociated him
self from the leadership-or the assist
ant leader, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. MORSE], was in Utah, supposedly 
delivering a tirade against the Republi
can Party. At least I would expect him 
to do so, for in view of the fact that once 

he was a member of the Republican 
Party, he probably knows enough about 
it to deliver an educated tirade. 

My only fear today was that he might 
want to come back. So I want to erect 
a sort of barrier down the middle aisle
not that I do not have great respect for 
him and admire him, but we do not need 
him on t~s side of the aisle. 

Mr. President, I shall continue to re
serve my right to object until I have 
heard from the rest of my brethren. I 
want to have assurance that the farm 
bill will not come up in the interim. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the dis
tinguished Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. I wish to say a word 
about the farm bill. I realize the great 
apprehension that exists about it, and 
I realize the pronounced intention of cer
tain forces to make a rigid compulsory 
controls bill out of it. However, I think 
the majority leader and the minority 
leader have gone as far as they can go 
in trying to assure the Senate that the 
farm bill would not be made the pend
ing business prior to further considera
tion of the satellite bill, which we are dis
cussing at this time. 

However, I am satisfied that should 
the farm bill be made the pending busi
ness, action on it could not possibly be 
concluded before the 10th of August, if 
what I hear is correct; and I believe it is 
correct. 

So I would see no object in trying to 
force up the farm bill prior to further 
consideration of the satellite bill, because 
action on the farm bill could not possibly 
be concluded before action on the satel
lite communications bill, unless the ad
ministration were willing to forgo its 
announced intention of trying to have 
compulsory controls slapped on every 
farmer in the Nation, in order to con
trol the shortened food supply of the 
country. That is the situation as regards 
the farm bill. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. I do not object to the 
use of dilatory tactics. On many occa
sions I have availed myself of that right 
and privilege. I believe the right of un
limited debate protects the minority 
against precipitate and emotional tyran
ny by the majority. Although I am in 
profound disagreement with my friends 
on the opposite side as to this particular 
measure, I would certainly afford them 
the same rights and privileges that I as
sert. 

But we have already spent a great deal 
of time on this measure, and the people 
of the country are laughing at us be
cause we cannot get on with the job. 
So I believe we should pursue this issue 
until it is resolved; and if a small num
ber of Senators oppose the passage of 
this bill-and I think they are small in 
number-those of us who are determined 
that it should pass can wear them out. 
Let us hold sessions around the -clock, 
if necessary; but let us resolve this issue, 
and let us not delay further. 
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Mr. President, I reserve the right to 

object; and I fully intend to object if 
the distinguished Senator from Arizona 
does not object. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President
Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the distin

guished Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I re

serve the right to object; but I prefer 
to have the floor in my own right-with 
all deference to the distinguished minor
ity leader, who farms out the floor in all 
generosity. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield to me? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Iowa. 

Mr. MILLER. I thank the distin
guished minority leader for yielding 
to me. 

Mr. President, I should like to join my 
colleagues who have expressed the hope 
that the distinguished majority leader 
might see flt to make it possible for us to 
withhold objection to the proposed 
unanimous-consent agreement on the 
basis that the farm bill will not be 
brought up before the communications 
satellite bill is brought back. 

I point out that a good many of us on 
this side of the aisle, at least, and I be
lieve a few on the other side of the aisle, 
feel as deeply as I do about the farm 
bill, which passed the Senate earlier in 
this session, and about the amendment 
which may be offered, to add it to the 
House-passed bill. We feel as deeply 
about that as the vociferous minority 
now filibustering the communications 
satellite bill feel about it. I do not be
lieve it is any secret that a possible fili
buster on the farm bill has been dis
cussed. I believe that such a possibility 
would be considerably lessened if the 
majority leader could give assurance 
that the farm bill will not be brought 
up until after the communications satel
lite bill is disposed of. 

I thank my leader for yielding to me. 
The- PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President will 
the Senator yield? ' 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, under 
my reservation of the right to object, 
I yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
wish someone would explain to me why 
it is so important that action on the 
farm bill be delayed, inasmuch as the 
Senate previously passed the farm bill 
and voted for the adoption of a program 
which contained a mandatory program 
for both wheat and feed grains, whereas 
today the Senate Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry is proposing a limited 
program with mandatory controls on 
wheat, but a purely voluntary program 
on feed grains. I know of no reason why 
the Senate could not be trusted to act 
again on a measure on which it passed 
several weeks ago. 

When Senators say they will not ob
ject to the proposed unanimous-consent 
agreement if they can obtain assurance 
that action on the farm bill will be with
held until after action is completed by 
the Senate on the communications satel
lite bill, that seems to me to be a kind of 

built-in filibuster without any responsi
bility for it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr-. President, I hap
pen to agree with the Senator from 
Nebraska and the Senator from Iowa in 
their opposition to the agricultural bill; 
but I see no reason at all why that issue 
should be coupled with the present issue. 

It is my feeling that the distinguished 
majority leader would have no serious 
difficulty in getting his proposed unani
mous-consent agreement agreed to if he 
were to couple with it a provision for 
the taking of a final vote at a definite 
time, on the communications satellite 
bill when it comes back from the com
mittee. 

Mr. PASTORE. But we could not do 
that. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I hear Senators say 
we could not do that. But, Mr. Presi
dent, if we cannot do that, probably we 
cannot obtain agreement to the proposed 
unanimous-consent agreement. 

I remind the Senator from Montana 
that he is my leader and I shall support 
him in this procedural effort; and both 
the majority leader and the minority 
leader are in agreement about the pro
posed unanimous-consent agreement. I 
point out to the Senator from Montana 
that if we are to have another all-out 
fight, ending only in a cloture vote or a 
cloture proceeding, we might as well face 
up to it now. 

I hope my distinguished friend will 
amend his unanimous-consent request to 
fix a date a week after the resumption 
of the debate, or 10 days after the re
sumption of the debate, or at whatever 
time he feels would be reasonable after 
resumption of the debate, for a final 
vote, at a certain time, on the bill. In 
that case, while I have no right to speak 
for any of our friends on this side of 
the aisle or on the other, I believe there 
would be no objection to the proposed 
solution. I hope that kind of solution 
will appeal to the reason of my dis
tinguished majority leader. I thank him 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. We are having 

enough trouble trying to go as far as we 
would like to go. I do not like to be a 
party to holding a pistol at the head of 
any group by trying at this particular 
time, before certain stipulations are 
agreed to, to try to enforce a time cer
tain for ending of debate and voting on 
this measure. I realize the good inten
tion of the Senator from Florida. I am 
fully aware of the difficulties that may 
be involved in the consideration of the 
bill. I believe that cloture may well be 
required at some time; but I am willing 
to face those problems as they arise. I 
would be very unwilling to take the sug
gestion offered in good spirit by the Sen
ator from Florida. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I yield. . 
Mr. PASTORE. No Senator has been 

a more outspoken proponent of the leg-

islation than I. No Senator has any 
lesser fear of what may happen if the 
bill goes to the Foreign Relations Com
mittee. I have so much confidence that 
our committee has done the right thing 
in the provisions already inserted in the 
proposed legislation that I am sure that 
not too much change would take place 
if the bill should go to the Foreign Re
lations Committee. Be that as it may if 
the Foreign Relations Committee sees'fit 
to make changes, when the bill comes 
back it will be open to amendment and 
can be amended on the floor of the 
Senate. 

I ask my colleagues, "What are we con
fronted with?" We have now had a 
prolonged discussion of whether this bill 
should be made the pending business. 
The proposed legislation is not the pend
ing business. The only alternative we 
have to bringing this question to a vote 
i~ to invoke cloture. If we obtain a suf
ficient number of names on the peti
tion-and we already have those--and 
file the petition, it will be 48 hours, plus 
one hour, before we can take a vote 
which means we would not have an op~ 
portunity to vote on cloture before the 
end of the week. 

The majority leader had suggested 
that the bill go over until Tuesday. By 
way of compromise, it was then proposed 
that it go over until Friday. I do not see 
too much of a compromise. If we are in
terested in the bill, I think the conces
sion that has been made is insignificant. 
After all, Senators who are opposed to 
the bill are just as conscientious as I am 
in my conviction in favor of the bill. I 
want to extend the recognition of sin
cerity to members of my party who are 
opposing the bill. But I say to my friends 
on the other side of the aisle that we 
may be wasting our time if we are look
ing for a unanimous-consent agreement. 
The question before this body is with 
regard to making this bill the pending 
business. If we will stop talking about 
asking for unanimous consent, all that 
has to be done is to make a motion to 
make it the pending business, and then 
make another motion to ref er the bill 
to the Foreign Relations Committee with 
instructions that it be sent back to the 
Senate in 10 days, so that the Senate 
can act on it. 

If we are waiting for everyone to 
achieve his objective; namely, to try to 
"blackmail" us-and I use that word ad
visedly-as to what is to come up or is 
not to come up, we are wasting time. I 
suggest to our majority leader that, if we 
cannot obtain a unanimous-consent 
agreement within a reasonable time, the 
Senate should vote on the question to 
make it the pending business. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I re
serve the right to object, to make certain 
that I have the floor; and I yield now to 
the distinguished Senator from Cali
fornia [Mr. KUCHEL]. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, this 
kind of contemptible, ugly farce must 
stop sometime. Someday the U.S. Sen
ate will have the courage to change the 
rules so that orderly procedure can be 
followed. Someday the U.S. Senate will 
be pushed and prodded into dealing with 
problems on a decent basis, rather than 
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on the basis with which we have to deal Out of Step but Jim." As I look back, I 
with them tonight. find some comfort in those solo votes I 

Having said that, I salute my leader cast. 
and the leader of the majority~ ·They I say to the distinguished Senator from 
recommend the only reasonable course Oregon [Mr. MORSE] and the distin
that can be taken by the Senate tonight guished Senator fi:om Texas [Mr. YAR
within the sphere of the rules under BOROUGH] and both distinguished Sena
which the Senate operates. tors from Tennessee [Mr: KEFAUVER and 

I do not want to consider some of the Mr. GORE] that I do not quarrel with 
pending legislation in a pell-mell, hurly- their motivation. I do not quarrel with 
burly fashion, but I cannot cqntrol that their use of the existing rules of the Sen
situation. I do not like to come into the ate to protect their position and to 
Chamber and have some Senators say, achieve a certain objective. 
"I will not let you vote," but they have I am very unhappy that as a pro
that right. I do not like to have Sena- cedural matter the Senate should be pre
tors say, "We insist upon the Journal vented from considering the bill, regard
being read; and we are going to compel less of what may be the outcome. For 
it because we have that right under the · my part, I should be glad to have the bill 
rules.'' They have that right. Much as referred to the Committee or: Foreign 
I do not like it, they lrave that right, · Relations. I should be glad to put the 
and I recognize that right. bill into orbit, if that would help, so long 

My only purpose in rising is to say to as we can anchor and pinpoint a day on 
my colleagues on this side of the aisle which we can vote on the question of 
that I hope we will support our leader, passage of the bill. There may be one 
and to say to my Democratic friends on amendment. Tnere may be 10 amend
the other side of the aisle that under ments. There may be 100. 
the contemptible, ugly rules by which I am wondering if the grand captains 
the Senate of the United States con- of those who oppose the bill, like our 
ducts its business, this is the only means distinguished friend from Oregon and 
by which we can make a little progress our distJ.nguished friend from Tennes
toward final solution of ·an important see, would be willing to agree upon a 
American problem. date when the Senate could vote upon 

I ask that the two leaders, my Re- the question of passage of the bill. 
publican leader and my friend across the What the interim business might be is 
aisle, be given unanimous-consent · sup- of no particular concern, though I know 
port in what they ask for. the distress and concern of spirit of my 

Mr. TOWER. ·Mr. President, will the · friend from Nebraska and my friend 
Senator yield? from Arizona with respect to the farm 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield · to our col- bill. 
league from the Lone Star State. I assume that, regardles of what may 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I am happen to the satellite-whether it is 
impressed and moved by the eloquence launched or not---at long last, if the 
and lucidity of my distinguished brother President of the United States says, 
from California, but the point remains when the time comes to finish the busi
that we have no assurance that the ness, that the Congress has not finished 
same contemptible, ugly procedure, as its business, the Congress will not go 
he describes it, will not be followed when home. 
the bill is brought up next Friday. We I had some experience with President 
have had no assurances. So why should Eisenhower. I see the distinguished Vice 
we not get on with the job? President is in the Chamber. He and I 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there used to go to the telephone, or to the 
objection to the request of the Senator White House. When the President of 
from Montana? the United States said, "There is no 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. P:resident, I re- · further business," the . Congress went 
serve the right to object. home. But if the President said, "You 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, reserv- did not finish your business," we re-
ing the right to object---- mained. The Congress would not dare 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I have to go home if the President said that the 
the floor. · job had not been finished. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. . The What time will that . be? I do not 
Senator from Illinois reserves the right know. It could be the middle of Sep
to object. tember. I hope so. I am a candidate 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, to for reelection. I would like to go home 
paraphrase what the Apostle Paul once and campaign a little, but my work is 
wrote, let your forbearance be known in here, e..nd I intend to stay here and dis
the sight of all men; and if ever there charge my responsibility, regardless of 
was a time for forbearance, that time what happens in November. 
is now. I know that Congress will remain in 

This is not an easy situation. At the session until the President of the United 
same time, it is not a time to question States says that the job has been fin
the integrity or motivation of any Mem- ished, for if we fail he can summon the 
ber of the U.S. Senate. Congress back the next day, as every-

There have been occasions in my legis- body knows. 
lative career, in both the House and Sen- So let us face reality now and realize 
ate, when I was the lone dissenter to what we must do. There will be action 
what was taking place; and I look back on a farm bill, one way or another, either 
on those occasions and think that I was before the consideration of the commu
right and everyone else was wrong. It nications satellite bill or-after considera
brings to mind that old song back in the tion of it. I do not know. But I wish 
days of World War I, "They Were All we could pinpoint a day certain and say, 

"On this day we shall vote finally on the 
question of passage of the bill which we 
are now trying to make the pending busi-
ness." . 

I had hoped that somehow we could 
obtain some kind of agreement. 

While I am about it, let me pay tribute 
to the humility and forbearance of the 
majority leader of this body. Believe 
me, Mr. President, I love him. I have 
been in his office many times. I know 
what a humble character he is and how 
he has tried to contrive an agreement, 
one way or another.- [Laughter.] 

I say, "Laugh if you-will; but he de- · 
serves not your criticism, but your plaud
its; and sometimes he deserves your 
sympathy.'' 

I have seen some of the articles in 
newspapers and magazines which under
took to demean him as the leader of the 
Senate. 

God save the mark. I know him well. 
I served with him in the House of Repre
sentatives as well as in the Senate. He 
deserves far better. He has made an 
effort to harmonize 100 diverse personal
ities in the U.S. Senate. O great God, 
what an amazing and dissonant 100 per
sonalities there are-from the orchards 
of Oregon and Washington, from the 
cotton fields of Mississippi, from the 
cranberry bogs of Massachusetts, from 
the rockbound coasts of Maine, and from 
the cornfields of Illinois. 

What an' amazing thmg it is somehow 
to harmonize them. 

What a job it is. 
Mr. President, let nature take its 

course . 
. Mr. MORSE.- Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? . 
Mr. DffiKSEN. We have signed a clo

ture petition, and if no unanimous-con
sent agreement can be contrived tonight, 
I had hoped, and I still hope, that yet to
night the majority leader will present 
that cloture-petition, and that on Thurs
day next we can vote upon it and deter
mine for ourselves whether this is an im
mobilized body.deserving of the discredit 
of the American people or whether there 
is enough rationality left so that we. can 
proceed to the business which is b-ef ore 
us. 

I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon. 

-- Mr. MORSE. · I am glad the Senator 
from Illinois· has yielded. I should like 
to join him in his commendatJ.on of the 
majority leader. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator did not 
make those comments this morning, I 
might say. · 

Mr. MORSE. I am going to talk about 
those comments. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Yes, but the Senator 
said the majority leader was not his ma
jority leader this morning. 

Mr. MORSE. If the Senator wants to 
hear me, I shall be glad to make a state
ment. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I know what the rec
ord is. 

Mr. MORSE. The majority leader and 
I got into a parliamentary hassle on the 
floor of the Senate yesterday. We found 
ourselves in complete disagreement. I 
thought the majority leader understood 
that I was seeking to explain why I was 
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objecting to the request by the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN] for a 
meeting of his committee. The-majority 
leader denied me the right, as the rules 
permitted him to deny me the right, to 
make that statement if he did not know 
that I was seeking to reserve the right to 
object. I was perfectly satisfied that he 
knew what I was seeking to do and there
fore I resented his not permitting me to 
make a statement at the time. 

It was perfectly clear from the state
ment of the majority leader this morn
ing that he did not know what I intended 
to do. I said this morning, when he 
made that statement, that I did not be
lieve it. I am now satisfied that he spoke 
the truth. Therefore, I hope that I shall 
always be big enough, when a man ex
plains to me in a situation such as this, 
that he really did not know what I was 
seeking to do, to accept his statement. 
Therefore I extend to the majority lead
er my apologies for the comment I made 
to him this morning. 

I repeat that I think the majority 
leader should have allowed me to. ex
plain my reasons for the position I was 
taking. Let us not forget what was the 
issue. It involved a nuclear submarine 
strike in Connecticut. When a Senator 
stands on the floor of the Senate to 
object to a committee meeting, being 
asked to be held in connection with some 
nuclear effort, I need not tell the Sena
tor from Illinois the bad light it is going 
to put the Senator in unless he has an 
opportunity to explain his position . . 
That is what I sought to do. 

I later explained my position in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

I wish to say that I have no intention 
of letting the Republican side of the 
aisle make political capital out of the 
fact that the. majority leader and i had 
a very bitter exchange of words this 
morning. Therefore I have made this 
statement. I wish to say that I have 
sought to be of assistance to the ma
jority leader and to other Senators in 
the past 2 hours, trying to work out an 
understanding which would permit us 
to have such a unanimous-consent 
agreement as the majority leader has 
proposed. 

Let me say that the 10-day postpone
ment suggestion which was made was 
not the desire, at the beginning of the 
meeting, of the majority of the mem
bers of our group. I think it represents 
a very fair compromise of our differ
ences. I hope that the Senate will accept 
it, and go on to consider some emergency 
legislation which needs to be consid
ered while the Foreign Relations Com
mittee holds hearings on the satellite 
bill. 

Let me say to Senators, we do not 
know what may be the outcome of the 
hearings before the Committee on For
eign Relations. 

Those of us who think that the bill is 
pregnant with serious foreign relations 
implications believe we should have the 
right to send the bill to the Foreign Re
lations Committee and have the evi
dence and the testimony on its foreign 
relations implications brought before 
that committee. The majority leader, 
who is a member of the Foreign Rela-

tions Committee, has cooperated in 
agreeing that such testimony ought to 
be taken before the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. ·President, may I 
say to the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon that, when all is said and done, 
words that are uttered in the Senate 
Chamber have wings. Men are sitting 
in the gallery. The words are indited 
upon paper. Within an instant they 
appear on the teletype. Then they can
not be withdrawn. 

My friend from Oregon knows so well 
that this morning he renounced his own 
leader. It hurt me to hear him say 
that. Then when he said he did not 
believe his own leader, that was an 
attack upon his veracity. Mr. Presi
dent, I think I could have invoked the 
rule, although it was not done. I think 
we ought to be careful and very cautious 
about the kind- of words we utter about 
our colleagues in the Senate. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. In my judgment, the 

Senator could not have invoked the 
rule. I invited him to invoke the rule 
because I know exactly what I said. I 
only said in regard to that particular 
incident that I did not believe him be
cause it was difficult for me to believe 
he did not know what I was seeking to 
do when the controversy over my objec
tion to the request for consent to hold 
a committee meeting was on. He tells 
me he did not. His word is his bond, and 
I accept it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. But I remind my 
friend from Oregon that even a per
sonal opinion with respect to the veracity 
of a Member- still comes within the rule. 
I did not invoke the rule because my dis
tinguished friend from Montana urged 
me not to do so. 

Now I yield to the majority leader. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, re

ferring to what the distinguished Sen
ator from Oregon has just said, there 
was no need for an apology nor was one 
expected. Now and again in the Senate 
Chamber we get a little excited. We be
come involved in the issue at hand. It is 
a rare Senator who does not on occasion 
lose his temper and say things that per
haps he wished he had not said. But I 
hold no ill will toward the Senator from 
Oregon. I admire him as a man of 
principle and courage. I hope he con
tinues to operate in the fashion he has 
operated over the past 18 years, be
cause he is an asset to the Senate. He 
has one of the keenest minds and one 
of the best intellects in this body. I hope 
that the things which occur now and 
again will be forgotten as rapidly as 
possible. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I have 
only one thought to offer. We have 
tried-and I think with consummate pa
tience-to reach some kind of arrange.;. 
ment. If that fails, there are only two or 
three things we can do. One is to :file a 
cloture petition. Another is to retreat on 
the bill. I will never retreat on the bill. 
At this point I shall relinquish the floor 
so that any Senator who has something 
to say may do so. I am a creature of 

my own party because they have selected 
me as the leader, and I do the best I 
can. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD]? 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, the order of busi
ness is the motion to consider the com
munications satellite bill. That is why 
we are here tonight engaged in this 
discussion. 

The Senator from Nebraska is desir
ous of that bill becoming law. It is a 
compromise bill, to be sure, but it has 
considerable merit. It should be enacted 
into law. Most of us want it enacted. 
Only 15 Senators, more or less, oppose 
its passage. They have been dealing 
us a :flt in the past few days. They 
dealt us a flt 2 or 3 weeks ago. 

On many occasions the traditional 
courtesies have been extended to them. 
But since when must courtesies come 
from only one side and not be recipro
cated by the other side, which is receiv
ing the benefit of those courtesies? It 
seems to me that if in order to reach a 
unanimous-consent agreement conces
sions are extended to the side which is 
decidedly in the minority, there ought to 
be a little consideration the other way. 

Some rather unpleasant words have 
been uttered this evening. ·The practice 
of blackmail has been suggested. Since 
when can efforts to resist and obstruct 
the passage of a communications satellite 
bill be excused and yet the charge of 
blackmail ·be raised because the same 
rules are invoked against another meas
ure, the farm bill, which, as the Senator 
from Vermont has said, would put the 
yoke of serfdom on every farmer in the 
Nation? Since when are the rules of 
su~h a character that they must be uti
lized in only one way, and are to be re
viled and called contemptible when they 
are utilized by someone else? · 

The rules of the Senate have been 
characterized as contemptible and ugly. 
Yet those rules are continued in opera
tion only by reason of the sufferance and 
authority of Members of this body. 

Are we constantly to give and not 
receive anything in return? We ought 
to have some assurance, it seems to me, 
that the will and the desire of others 
besides those who are interested in op
posing the passage of a bill will be taken 
into consideration. 

With that preface, I say to the ma
jority leader that many of us are in
terested in the farm bill. It happens 
that so far the only voices that have 
been raised have been those on this side 
of the aisle. But I venture to say that 
in due time voices on the other side of 
the aisle will be raised in opposition to 
that legislation. 

Certainly that will be true if the ex
perience of the past several weeks is 
any guide. 

Once again I ask the majority leader 
what assurances can be given to those of 
us who are interested in that measure 
as to what order of priority it will as
sume? It has been pointed out by my 
own leader that if the President sa~s 
there is further business, and he insists 
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on bringing the farm biH up, we shall 
have to consider the farm bill. 

. Mr. President, there was once a famous 
king by the name of Canute who sat on 
the beach with his throne. He said, "Let 
not the tide go beyond this point." Yet 
the tide did not heed his words. And 
why? Because the forces of nature do 
ignore the desires and preferences of a 
temporal ruler. 

It is true that the President of the 
United States can keep us in session until 
we act on a bill, whether it is a farm 
l;>ill or · r..ny other measure. But the 
President will not be able to say to the 
fields that must be plowed and seeded 
pretty soon, "Stay your fertility until I 
say when the wheat seeds may be planted 
and begin to germinate." 

It will not happen in that way, irre
spective of how much power-or author
ity-he possesses. 

The next 10-day period may signify 
the difference between the passage of a 
farm bill which will pertain to the plant
ing season of 1963 and one which will 
not. I suggest to my colleagues that 
there is deep concern on our part for 
the people who are cultivating the soil, 
who do not care to have their necks 
placed in a yoke and who do not want to 
sink into serfdom, such as that which 
has been described so eloquently on the 
floor of the Senate. 

I should like to ask the majority 
leader this question. Will there be an 
effort on his part to resist a motion to 
make the business of the Senate the 
farm bill which has been reported by the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. .Mr. President, in 
response to the question raised by the 
distinguished Senator from Nebraska, I 
would undertake no action . without the 
prior approval of the chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
who ·is not in the Chamber, and who I 
believe is not in the city at the present 
time. Furthermore, there is a great deal 
of important business, including con
ference reports, appropriation bills, the 
atomic energy authorization bill, and so 
forth, which must be considered. I as
sure the Senator from Nebraska--and I 
do so with some trembling-that I will 
do the best I can to accede to his wish. 

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator from 
Nebraska is aware of the limitations of 
the majority leader, and no one has 
higher respect for the chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry than 1. I know he has not 
only personal but also official obligations 
and responsibilities. However, let me 
ask the majority leader whether he will 
exercise some of those very convincing 
and persuasive powers, of which he is 
possessed, along the lines suggested by 
the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from 
Montana will be glad to do it, but I am 
afraid the Senator from Nebraska gives 
the majority leader too much credit for 
persuasion, cajoling, and other things. 
I will do my best. 

Mr. mCKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield. 
Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. 1 join in the 

apprehension about the program, which 

I anticipated a few hours ago. However, 
I said nothing about it, eyen though I 
anticipated that this very question would 
arise, and that an effort would be made 
to put the farm bill in between this ac
tion and the final · action bringing up the 
satellite bill. I did not raise that point, 
but it has arisen anyway. I merely. wish 
to observe to the Senator from Nebraska 
that under the well-known procedures 
and customs, if the voice of the majority 
leader is raised in serious and vigorous 
objection to making the farm bill the 
order of business untif the satellite bill 
is disposed of, I have no doubt that that 
view will prevail and that the f ai:m bill 
will not be made the order of business, 
especially if that effort is joined in by 'the 
minority leader. 

It is very important that we be not 
hurried or curtailed in the discussion of 
the farm bill. I give assurance now that 
if this procedure, which I do not like, 
after unnecessarily postponing action on 
the satellite bill by its reference to the 
Foreign Relations Committee, is in
dulged in, there will be lengthy discus
sion and some rather lengthy amend
ments offered to the farm bill which may 
not be quite as germane to the farm bill, 
and they will be the subject of some 
discussion in the public interest if that 
bill comes up. I say to the able majority 
leader, because of his assurance that he 
will do everything he can to prevent it 
from coming up until after the disposi
tion of the satellite bill, that I am sure 
he will prevail. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I have given my 

assurance to the Senator from Nebraska 
during the course· of our negotiations 
with respect to the business we are now 
considering. The thought of the farm 
bill never crossed my mind. I have 
heard rumors to the effect that there 
may be 4 or 5 days of debate on the farm 
bill. I assume that it would have to have 
clearance by the policy committee before 
it could be reported to the Senate. 
There is no policy committee meeting 
this week. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, suspicions 

of Members of the Senate are not en
tirely groundless. I believe the RECORD 

will show that every Member of the 
Senate who is opposing the passage of 
the satellite bill is also in favor of strong 
Government controls over the farmers 
of this country. Perhaps, therefore, we 
can be pardoned a bit if a suspicion 
crosses our mind that the Senate might 
be willing to suspend action on the satel
lite bill for 10 days in order to help get 
through a bill which has even more 
dangerous implications for the country 
than the passage of the satellite bill
that is, if that bill should be amended 
in accordance with the announced ad
ministration desires. 

That is why I said that if that situa
tion should develop as one of the pur
poses of the erstwhile filibusterers, the 
debate would undoubtedly continue until 
Friday, the 10th of ~ugust. H~wever, 

if such effort were not made, I w~u1d 
not anticipate that once the farm bill 
came up, it would require an inordi
nately great length of time to dispose of 
it. So far as I am concerned, it would not 
take very long, and then we would have 
to let the nature of the legislation take 
its course. I point out that I believe the 
RECORD shows that every one of the so
called filibusterers-I say so-called fili
busterers-also is strongly in favor of 
absolute, compulsory controls over the 
farmers. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I say to my friend, 

the distinguished senior Senator from 
Vermont, that to the best of my knowl
edge there are no grounds for such a 
suspicion. The farm bill was never even 
mentioned. It never crossed my mind. 
There was talk about trying to bring it 
up tomorrow, but that was a week ago. 
There is no connection that I know of. 

Mr. AIKEN. Had the satellite bill 
pursued its normal course of legislative 
procedure I would not have the slightest 
objection to bringing the farm bill up to
morrow. Perhaps no one should .have 
any suspicion, but along about this time 
of night and this time of year it is dif
ficult to suppress all of one's suspicions. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. In order that we 

,may offer some objective suggestions 
from this side, I should like to query 
the majority leader on this point. As 
I understand, his unanimous consent 
request is that the present satellite bill 
be ref erred to the Foreign Relations 
Committee, and that that committ~e re
port it to the Senate on a day certain, 
namely, August 10. Am I correct? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. KERR. Not later than August 10. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Not later than Au

gust 10. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Would the distin

guished majority leader amend hi3 
unanimous-consent request to make Au
gust 14, which is the following Tues
day, the date on which to start voting 
on the bill? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the distin
guished Senator from Arizona would not 
press that particular point, I would be 
most appreciative. I feel that when next 
the Senate discusses the satellite com
munications bill, it will perhaps do so in a 
better frame of mind. I hope that we 
may come to a more reasonable agree
ment th-an has been the case up to this 
time. 

I do not think we ought to do this so 
far ahead for any group, or with respect 
to any measure. I hope the Senator 
from Arizona will exercise his usual for
bearance in this particular respect. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. It seems to me 
that it is perfectly obvious to a great 
majority of Senators and to a great ma
jority of the American people that we 
have argued this point. This is not a 
great issue with the American people. 
I believe the issue is whether we shall be 
the firs~ with this idea or whether we will 
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allow the Russians again to be first. I 
do not ascribe to the opponents of the 
bill any sympathy for our enemies. I 
respect their sincerity, their dedication, 
and their patriotism. In my limited time 
of service in the Senate, I have never 
seen an issue so clearly lopsided as this 
one. If the issue were put to a vote to
night, I daresay there would be 15 votes 
against it, and the rest of the Senate 
would vote in favor of it. 

I can see no reason for trepidation on 
the part of the majority leader for set
ting August 14 as a date positive on which 
the Senate would start voting, with a 
limitation of debate, that could be agreed 
upon with the proponents and the op
ponents, on the amendments and the 
passage of the bill. But if we are to get 
on with the job of doing the business of 
the people, it seems to me that the Sen
ate ought to get to work. Today we are 
engaged in a rather stupid and silly de
bate about whether we are even going to 
consider the bill. 

My suggestion is a proposal that we 
present to the Senate, on a date posi
tive, regardless of the action the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations might take 
or not take, an opportunity to vote on the 
desirability of the bill. 

Personally, I have great respect for 
the chairmen of the committees and sub
committees which held hearings on the 
bill. I am ready to vote. I believe in the 
bill. I want to support the President in 
this instance, as I think a majority of 
the Senate wishes to do. I think it is 
utterly ridiculous for the Senate to be 
held up by a willful body of· Senators. I 
do not believe in making compromises 
with Senators who want to hold up this 
body for reasons which none of us can 
understand, after having listened to days 
of debate and reading reams of testi
mony on an issue on which I believe the 
American people are united. 

I ask the majority leader again if he 
will amend his unanimous consent re
quest to include that the Senate start 
voting on August 14. If he will, I will 
remove my objection. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator 
forbear with me to allow me to state that 
once the bill has been reported by the 
Committee on Foreign Relations-and 
the committee will report the bill-I will 
do all in my power to secure a limitation 
of debate and a vote at a time certain. 
I think that procedure would be more 
equitable. I think we ought to show that 
much consideration to those who are op
posed to the bill. I hope the Senator 
from Arizona will agree with me. 

Mr GOLDWATER. I suggest that 
when this proposal was first discussed 
with those of us who believe in the pas
sage of the bill, as I recall-and I may 
be incorrect in my recollection-next 
Tuesday was the date when the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations was to have re
ported the bill back to the Senate. But 
when the proposal was made on the floor 
of the Senate, the date was changed to 
August 10. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. If this is to be 

the unanimous consent to which we will 
agree, it seems perfectly logical to me 
that Saturday, Sunday, and Monday 

provide enough time for the doubtful 
Members of the Senate to study the pro
posed legislation and to arrive at a con
clusion that they will vote either for or 
against the bill. I suggest that the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, whose 
chairman is now in Arkansas, will have 
no effect upon the vote of the Senate 
as it is now constituted. 

I can see no reason why the majority 
leader should not agree to August 14, 
which is a Tuesday, as a time certain 
when the Senate will begin to vote on 
amendments and the passage of the bill. 
I am not too much concerned with the 
number of minutes or half hours or 
hours to be allocated to debate on 
amendments or the passage of the bill. 
I merely want the Senate to get on with 
the business of the country. 

I say again that I admire the majority 
leader for his effort to contain the recal
citrant Members of his party who have 
been obstructing the business of the Sen
ate. I am not trying to add to his bur
dens; I am trying to subtract from them 
by making it possible for the junior 
Senator from Arizona, at least, to with
draw his objection. I see nothing wrong 
with setting a date positive. That has 
been done time and time again. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nebraska yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy to yield to 
the majority leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I feel the same way 
about the bill as does the Senator from 
Arizona. I should like to see it brought 
to a vote tonight, if possible, or next 
week, or even August 14. But I think 
we must be fair. We must consider the 
unusual circumstances under which the 
unanimous-consent request is being 
made. We must consider that it was · 
initiated at the suggestion ·of the ma
jority leader, in which the minority 
leader and other Senators concurred. 

I hope, in the interest of equity and 
fairness, we will allow the unanimous
consent request to be agreed to as it has 
been presented. I assure the Senator 
from Arizona that once the bill has been 
brought to the floor of the Senate again, 
I will do my very best to secure a time 
limitation for debate. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I suggest that 
now is the time. The majority leader 
has asked that those of us who are ut
terly opposed to the tactics used on the 
floor of the Senate within the past 2 
weeks yield to the very Senators who 
have used such tactics. I may be a queer 
American, but I have always believed 
that when one is in a fight, he fights to 
win. I think we are in a fight. We are 
in a fight with forces that are very 
minor, who want to delay this country's 
entry into the satellite communications 
field, whether they agree to it or not. I 
want to win that fight. I do not want 
to back up 1 foot. 

If the majority leader can assure me 
now that he will include in his unani
mous-consent request a provision that 
the Senate will start to vote on August 
14, I will recede from my objection. But 
if he cannot do that, I must object, and 
I shall do so very reluctantly because I 
have great admiration for him; I respect 
him; I like him. I do not like to go 
against the leader's will. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I cannot accede to 
the Senator's request. I hope he will 
understand. I hope he will show his 
usual fairness, and I hope he will take 
the word of the leadership that we will 
try to obtain a limitation of debate once 
the bill has been reported by the com
mittee. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield, and to bring the 
question to a head, because I do not 
wish to labor it more, I ask unanimous 
consent that the unanimous consent re
quest of the majority leader be amended 
to provide that August 14 be the date 
certain when the Senate will begin to 
vote on the bill, whether or not it is re
ported by the Committee on Foreign Re
lations. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. · 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Nebraska yield? 
Mr. HRUSKA. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. I share the esteem of 

the distinguished Senator from Arizona 
for the distinguished Senator from Mon
tana. I should like to ask the distin
guished majority leader if a time cer
tain could be agreed upon. Is there any 
time that Senators on the majority lead
er's side of the aisle who are eager to 
thwart the passage of the bill might 
agree to? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I have not dis
cussed that question with those Senators 
who are opposed to the passage of the 
bill at the present time. However, I feel 
that if the pending request is granted, 
when the bill is reported from the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations they will be 
more understanding and more tolerant 
and perhaps more approachable, so far 
as a limitation of time for debate is con
cerned. I must admit that I have not 
discussed this question with them, so I 
cannot speak for them. I can only give 
the Senator from Texas my own personal 
opinion. 

Mr. TOWER. I shall have to say that 
I also intend at the appropriate time to 
object to the proposed unanimous con
sent agreement, if some other Senator 
does not. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nebraska yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. I was impressed by what 
the Senator from Arizona said; namely, 
that in his judgment 85 Senators will 
vote for the bill when the opportunity 
is available. I believe the Senator is 
correct. 

I hope the Senator from Texas will 
permit me to say what I have to say 
while he is in the Chamber. 

I think that one of the greatest mani
festations of bipartisan agreement that 
I have seen since I came to the Senate 
has been in connection with this bill. I 
share the views of the minority leader 
in his statement that the bill should be 
passed at the earliest possible time. I 
say to the Senator from Arizona and the 
Senator from Texas that I have never 
seen a greater eff'ort made than has been 
made by the minority leader [Mr. 
DIRKSEN] and the majority leader [Mr. 
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MANSFIELD] to accommodate the differ
ences that exist and to find a way to 
insure that the bill could be voted on. 

I believe that the Senator from Texas 
and the Senator from Arizona, who have 
demonstrated that they are reasonable 
men, are just as anxious that the bill 
pass as is the Senator from Oklahoma. 
If it were made the pending business
which would be the case if the proposed 
agreement were entered into-it would 
then be sent to the Foreign Relations 
Committee, with instructions that it be 
returned not later than a week from 
Friday. That would not mean that it 
would have to be held in the committee 
until then; it is entirely possible that 
it would be back here next Tuesday. I 
know there are on the Foreign Relations 
Committee some Senators who think it 
probably would not be back here by 
then; but if the proposed agreement were 
entered into, the bill would be back here 
not later than a week from Friday; and 
as soon as it came back here-whether 
that was a week from Friday or before 
then-the bill would be the pending 
business. 

As the Senator from Montana has said, 
it is entirely possible that at that time 
there might be less tense feelings on the 
part of Senators with respect to getting 
on with the matter of voting on the 
bill. 

Regardless of whether the bill is made 
the pending business by unanimous con
sent or by invoking cloture and then pro
ceeding to vote to make the bill the 
pending business, the bill will then be 
the pending business. When it becomes 
the pending business, it will .still be sub
ject to efforts by Senators who might 
want to discuss it at ,great length or to 
off er numerous amendments. If the bill 
were made the pending business follow
ing the invoking of ,cloture and an 
affirmative vote on the question of taking 
up the bill, it would be equally subject 
to debate and amendment; in those re
spects there would be no difference. re
gardless of which way the bill became 
the pending business. But we cannot 
proceed to vote on the bill until it be
comes the pending business. 

This morning there was intimati-On
and with such intensity that I did not 
think there would be a possibility that 
the distinguished Senator ·fr.om Oregon 
would agree to the unanimous-consent 
agreement now proposed-that there 
would be objection; yet his considera
tions during the day have been such 
that tonight he has evidently decided
and I believe I speak correctly of what 
he has indicated to be his view-that he 
would not object to the proposed unani
mous-consent agreement. 

If there can be that much difference 
between the situation tonight and the 
situation this morning, is it not entirely 
possible or is it not even entirely prob
able that when the biH returns here, as 
it would, under the proposed agreement, 
as the pending business, it would then 
be much easier to obtain a unanimous
consent agreement in regard to limita
tion of debate? 

As I stated a while ago, the ma,jority 
leader, the distinguished Senator from 
Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], and the 
minority leader, the distinguished Sen-

ator from lllinois [Mr. D1RKSEN]-and 
I wish to pay tribute to both of them; if 
ever I saw two' statesmen at work, I 
have seen them at work this day-have 
reached a posture here very, very near 
to the achievement of an objective which 
80 or 85 Members of the Senate desire, 
and which would be constructive and 
would be wholesome and would be 
making progress. 

So I earnestly request and urge Sen
ators who wish to see this bill made the 
pending business and wish to have us 
have an opportunity to bring it to a 
conclusion not take an action which, in 
my judgment, could only result in great
er postponement, rather than less. I 
ur!;e that degree of forbearance on their 
part, so as to permit the proposed unani
mous-consent agreement to be entered 
into, believing that it might be an exam
ple, when this bill returns here, and 
after we have debated it for a while, and 
when the majority leader and the 
minority leader then request a limitation 
on debate-in short, that the example 
set by Members of the Senate tonight in 
exercising and manifesting forbearance 
with reference to the proposed unani
mous-consent agreement might be suffi
cient to be persuasive to other Senators 
at that time to consider favorably a 
unanimous-consent agreement :for a 
limitation of debate, if such a request 
were then made. 

So I earnestly urge them to give con
sideration to what I believe to be the 
strong probability that by agreeing to 
the proposed request tonight, they will 
have participated in a successful co
operative effort to permit the Senate to 
come nearer to the time when it will vote 
on the question of the passage of this 
bill. I know that is their desire and 
their view; and I urge them to contem
plate the probability that by acceding 
to the pr:oposed unanimous-consent re
quest, they will have made a contribu
tion to the achievement of that objec
tive, which so many of us have in mind, 
and also will set an example which 
might be persuasive when, 2 weeks or 15 
days from now, a unanimous-consent 
agreement for limitation of debate 
might be before us, when offered by the 
distinguished majority leader and the 
distinguished minority leader. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, cer
tainly the eloquence of the Senator from 
Oklahoma is very persuasive. But I 
have noted that the earnest and urgent 
requests have been made to Senators on 
this side of the aisle. Perhaps the Sen
ator from Oklahoma should address his 
remarks to the 15 obstructionists, the 
15 reactionaries, and ask them to agree 
to enter into the proposed agreement. It 
would be very gratifying if the Senator 
from Oklahoma would shift the respon
sibility a little. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nebraska yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield. 
Mr. KERR. I assure the Senator fr.om 

Nebraska that I spent all afternoon do
ing just that. 

Mr. HRUSKA. But it was not done 
here. 

Mr. KERR. However, I now certify 
to the Senator from Nebraska that that 
is what I did all afternoon. 

Mr. HRUSKA. However, while the 
Senators were thus occupied, we cer
tainly would have been favored by such 
information. 

Mr. KERR. I spent half an hour with 
the Senator discussing it as earnestly 
and as sincerely as I ever discussed a 
matter with any person; and the Sen
ator from Nebraska knows the great 
respect I have for him. I have demon
strated it through all the years the 
Senator from Nebraska has been here, 
in the many capacities in which we have 
served shoulder to shoulder, during our 
service on the same committee and dur
ing our other associations here; and he 
knows of the high regard and esteem 
that I have for him. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Certainly the respect 
I have always had for the Senator from 
Oklahoma has always been great. 

But now we are importuned to agree 
to a certain course of action, so that 
we shall avoid the painful necessity of 
voting on a cloture petition. But, Mr. 
President, we shall be faced with the 
necessity of undergoing the same diffi
culty not more than a few days after 
August 10, if we do what we are now 
asked to do. That is plain from the 
position taken by those who are oppos
ing the passage of this communications 
satellite bill. 

Again I should like to join those on 
this side of the aisle who repeatedly have 
said that they want to see this commu
nications satellite bill enacted into law, 
and have said that it should become 
law-but not at the price of having to 
knuckle under to every opposing convic
tion we encounter in this debate. I do 
not believe that it is worth that price, 
if no other reason existed but the self
respect one should have for himself. 

I yield to the Senator from Texas. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I have 

often been compelled to reflect on my 
position as a result of the force and 
clarity of the arguments presented by 
the distinguished Senator from my 
neighboring State, the great and sov
ereign State of Oklahoma; but the point 
remains that this question has been dis
'CUssed and debated at length. Let us 
be frank and candid. The idea of refer
ring the bill to the Foreign Relations 
Committee is merely another dilatory 
tactic. What can it do that has not 
already been done? We have been given 
no assurances by ,the distinguished ma
jority leader that we can get a time 
certain to begin to vote on this measure. 
Ee has said that after it is reported out 
of committee he will use his powers of 
persuasion. Y:et I 1know he has been up 
virtuaUy day and night using his powers 
of persuasion-and they are very great
against the small but determined band 
of Senators. Geoffrey Chaucer once said, 
4 'Strive not thou earthen pot to break 
the waU." Perhaps the rest of us are 
earthen pots and the gallant few are the 
gireat wall. If we cannot break it, let 
us roll over it. Let us wear it out. Let 
us stay here until the job is done. I 
think it could be done. I think we have 
talked just about as much as we can. 

Therefore, I object. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 

the Senator withhold his objection? 

' 
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Mr~ TOWER. I withhold piy objec
tion. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator 
from Nebraska yield to me for the pur
pose of withdrawing my unanimous-con
sent request? 

Mr. HRUSKA. T am r .appy to yield to 
the Senator from Montana for that 
purpose. 

Mr. "MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
withdraw my unanimous-consent re
quest. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President-
SEVERAL SENATO.RS. Vote! VoteJ 
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I be

lieve I still have the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Nebraska has the floor. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I wonder if this is not 
the time when Senators who have been 
heard to express their objections to the 
passage of the communications satellite 
bill should be heard from, to take from 
the majority leader the responsibility 
which he has so far assumed very much 
by himself. The accommodations have 
been very much on one side, and I do 
not believe they should be made in that 
fashion. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President-
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I sug

gest that the Senate vote on the pending 
question. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President-
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Montana. 

RECESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate stand in recess 
until 12 o'clock tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 10 
o'clock and 12 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednes
day, August 1, 1962, at 12 o'clock 
meridian. 

NOMINATION 

Executive nomination received by the 
Senate July 31 (legislative day of 
July 26), 1962: 

U.S. DISTRICT JUDGE 
E. Avery Crary, of California, to be U.S. 

district judge for the southern district of 
California., vice Ernest A. Tolin, deceased. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Grand Parior, Native Daughters of the 
Golden West, Commend Work of the 
House Committee on Un-American 
Activities 

_EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OJ' 

HON. CLYDE DOYLE 
OF CALIF0l1NIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday., July 31, 196;2 

MT. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, by reason 
of unanimous consent heretofore granted 
me so to do, I call your attention to the 
followmg resolution by the -Grand Par
lor. Native Daughters of the Golden 
West, -tlated July 11, 1962,, 'and my reply 
to'them dared July Sl., 1962: 

.G.RANJ>:PARLOR., NATIVE DAUGHTERS 
OF THE GOLDEN WEST, 

San Franeisco, Calif., J tuly 11, 1962. 
To tA-e Honorable M-embers of the U.:S. Oon

yress and H-OUse of Bepresentative~ from 
-th-e State of fJaU,Y-orni-a -and to -th,e Hon
orable Member.s oj -the O.alifo.rnia Legis
latwre~ 

DEAR SIRS: At the re.cent annual convention 
of the Native -DaughterB of the Golden West, 
a fratex:na1 ·and patriotic organization of 
Ca.1Ifornla-bom women tledica.ted to tlle 
princlp1es -of our .or.der--1-ove of home, .devo
tion 'to :t-lle flag of the Untitled States, venera.
'tlan 'Of -the :pioneers, 1m:d :an abiding faith 
in tbe existence of God-the delegates 1n con
vention assembled 'Ulla.nimously _ad.opted the 
.following .resolution,: 

~'Whereas we vow allegiance to God and 
country and we seek to prese_rve and pro'.tect 
the -concepts of libe_rty and freedom that 
a.re our Anrerican "herttage enjoyed 'in our 
great Na"tinn; -an-d 

~'Wher.eas our Governm-ent, 1ichoo1s, a:nd 
churches being -vltal ito Ulis .achievement: 
Be it 

"ReBoJv.ed,, That .the Native Daughters of 
the Golden West in convention assembled do 
commend the work o! the House Committee 
on Un-American Activities .and recommend 
its continued support, -that by its oonstant 
vigUa:nee we may llve Iree f:rom all -subversive 
!orces 'Of ievn s:eeldtng to -we:aken -and <lestroy 
our !'DUndatlcm of freeciom e.nCll institutions 
of Jeaxming .. '" 

B,espeetfUlly sours.. 

OVIII--956 

IBMA S. MURRAY,, 
Grand Sec.retJJ3'1/. 

JULY 31, 1962. 
GRAND PARLOR, NAT.IVE DAUGHTERS OF THE 

GOLDEN WEST, 
San Francisco, Calif. 

MY DEAR FRIENDS: Your favor dated July 
11, 1962, communicated to me and other 
Members of the U.S. Congress from the State 
of California the !act that at the recent an
nual convention of the Native Daughters of 
the Go1den West, the delegates in that con
vention assembled, unanimously adopted a. 
resolution commending the work of the 
House Committee on Un-American .Activities 
and recommended its continued support. 
This was truly :an inspiration to me. It ls 

· especially so for three Tea.sons, to wit-: 
1. I am a Native Son o! the Golden West. 

I was born in Oakland, Ca.11f. I was for
merly a president o! the Grizzly Bear Parlor 
-a.1; Long Beach, Cali!., and, therefore, tt is -a. 
privilege to hear from you a.s Native Daugh
ters of the Golden West in this important 
matte.r. 

2. I h-a:ve ·been a.n active member of the 
House-Un-Am-erican Activlties Committee f.or 
about 15 years, :and it ·was this .commtttee 
;about whi'Ch you nia.de -your sub_stantia.l anu 
·vigorous resolution o! support. 

3. I cordially ,a,nd emphatically agree with 
every word of your very pertinent resolution. 

.I shall Bhortly .ask for unanimous author
ity to place your -resolution in the CoNGREs
.SION.AL RECORD o! the U.S. Congress. and 
when it does appear 'I am going to obtain a 
copy and man it to you. 

With ltind regards .snd best wishes. 
1Cordi-a:lly,, 

CLYDE DOYLE, 
.Member .oJ CD;J,gr,es.s, 23d .Con;g,ressi.tmal 

District, Lo.a Angeles (JOWTJ,t'JI. 
(Our belo-ved. Nation -des.erv.es the ,best o! 

whatever we,are_) 

BJack .and White .Show 

EXTENSION OF .REMARKS 
OJ' 

HON, JACK WESILAND 
OF WASHINGTON 

lN T.HE .HOUSE O.F REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesda11,. Jul11 .31, 1962 
Mr. WESTLAND. Mr. Speaker, one 

of the many things that the peop1e ,0f 
my district cand 'the State of Washing
ton take pr1d-e in are their daizy llerds. 
We have .man_y :fine dairy .fanns, l)&l'• 

ticularly in the northwest corner of the 
State that I represent. In quality and 
quantity of milk, these herds are hard to 
equal. 

One of the reasons for these excellent 
herds is the constant care our dairy 
farmers take to improve each ge:r;1era
tion of milkers.. Selection of additions 
to improve the herds is done when the 
owners attend sales such as the one 
scheduled at Mount Vernon, Wash., this 
week. This sale is a "Century 21 sale," 
sponsored by the Washington State Hol
stein Association, and offers to Holstein 
breeders who visit the great Seattle 
World's Fair the oppartunity to buy the 
best H<i>lstein. cattle in the Pacific North
west. 

In the tradition of American dairymen 
and cattlemen, the .sale will also offer a 
chance to make new friends and renew 
old .acquain.tances. Yesterday there was 
a .salmon barbecue fallowing the "black 
and white'' show~ The .sale is scheduled 
for today :and the annual Washington 
State Holstein picnic will be held tomor
row . 

Mr. Speaker, I use this opportunity to 
tell about our great dairy herds and 
dairy industry, because of their im
portance to the Second District and the 
State of Washington, and because of the 
vital part the dairymen play in our oom
mnnity Jif e . 

'Employment Lo.nes Are Due to 1:he Un
controlled :Imports of .Residual F11el 
Oil 

EX-TENSIDN OF REMARKS 
(!)!' 

HON, JOHN P .. .SAYLOR 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Twesd'CL1}_., J'U.l'Y 31., 1'962 
iMr,. SAYLOR, Mr. Speaker,. wiith 

.millions .of unemployro in the IJ.nited 
States seemingly accepted as a .normal 
.liability by the doctrinaires of a p.lalllned 
eco.nom,,: and. wJllth a.lllltless others 
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condemned to the rolls of the unem
ployed by the Trade Expansion Act now 
before the Senate, Pennsylvania's eco
nomic distress can hardly be expected 
to make much of a stir hereabouts. 
The decline and fall of my State's coal 
industry was evident from the moment 
that the State Department hierarchy 
adopted a policy of encouraging inter
national oil companies to dump foreign 
residual oil into the fuel markets of 
our Atlantic seaboard without respect to 
its effect on American workingmen. 

Pennsylvania's mines have had it. It 
is doubtful that they will ever return to 
normal operating levels unless proper 
cutbacks are made in the residual oil 
import control program. 

What about the injury inflicted upon 
Pennsylvania's mines by foreign residual 
oil? Through the courtesy of Mr. Harvey 
Younker, vice president of District 2, 
United Mine Workers of America, I have 
received employment data which I in
clude in the RECORD at this point: 

UNITED MINE WORKERS OF AMERICA, 
Ebensburg, Pa., July 17, 1962. 

Hon. JOHN P. SAYLOR, 
Congress of the United States, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SAYLOR: Since you have 
been so active in the campaign to bring the 
importation of residual fuel oil to this coun
try to an absolute minimum, I thought you 
would be interested in the enclosed employ
ment chart showing the reduction in the em
ployment rolls of the mines in District No. 2, 
United Mine Workers of America, which we 
are sure is mostly due to the almost uncon
trolled import of this waste material of the 
oil industry. 

I hope you and your colleagues _who are 
interested in saving the coal industry in 
central Pennsylvania will be able to make 
good use of the manpower information con
tained herewith. 

Sincerely yours, 
HARVEY YOUNKER, 

Vice President, District No. 2. 

Bituminous coal employment statistics, dis
trict No. 2, United Mine Workers of Amer
ica, from Jan. 1, 1950, to Dec. 31 , 1961, 
inclusi ve 

. 

County 1960 1961 Change 
Approrl-
mate per 
centago 
of loss 

--------
Armstrong ... .. . . 2,780 1,008 -1, 722 -61.9 
Bedford •.. . ...... 490 198 -292 -59.5 
Blair ..... ........ 242 47 -195 -80.6 
Bradford ... . . .... 7 6 -1 -14. 3 
Cambria . . . ... . .. 13,970 4,314 ' -9,656 - 69.1 
Cameron .. .. . . .. 38 21 -17 -44. 7 
Centre ... ........ 763 303 -460 - 60. 3 
Clarion ••...... .. 975 715 -260 -27. 7 
Clearfield . . ...... 4,868 2,612 -2,256 - 46. 3 
Clinton . . ........ 319 136 -183 - 57. 3 
Elk . . ............ 699 192 -607 -72.8 
Fayette ........•. 220 35 -185 - 84. 1 
Fulton •. •••...... 20 0 -20 -100.0 
Huntingdon ..... 459 54 -405 - 88. 0 
Indiana .......... 5,979 2,240 -3, 739 - 62. 5 
Jefferson ..••.••.. 1,861 691 -1, 170 -63. 0 
Lycoming .... •.. 19 34 +1s +18.l 
McKean ... •...•. 19 3 -16 - 84.1 
Somerset ....... .. 6,309 1,609 -4, 700 -74. 7 
Tioga .. .......... 156 86 -70 -44. 9 

--· ---------
Total.. •••. 40,193 14,304 25,889 64. 4 

Mr. Younker's explanation for this 
employment loss is "which we are sure 
is mostly due to the almost uncontrolled 
import of this waste material of the oil 
industry." 

Mr. Speaker, from those 54 million 
barrels of residual oil which entered U.S. 

markets in 1948, the intake rose to 233 
million barrels last year. There is no 
question but that a preponderance of 
the 25,889 lost jobs in the coal mines of 
district 2 can be attributed directly to 
the imports. Mine after mine has closed 
because traditional markets were taken 
over by shippers promising energy at 
whatever price was necessary to get be
neath that of coal. In addition, new 
plants, factories, ·and utilities that would 
otherwise have gone to coal were ap
proached with clandestine price offers 
that dissuaded management from in
stalling coal boilers. Brazen importers 
now allege that these consumers have 
not impinged upon coal customers be
cause they could not use coal under any 
circumstances; yet if a sane foreign 
trade policy had been observed over the 
past years American coal would be mov
ing into those installations and most of 
the 25,000 unemployed miners in dis
trict 2 would be drawing paychecks to
day. With them would be thousands of 
railroad workers and employees of other 
industries who depend upon coal for 
their livelihood. 

Mr. Speaker, the befuddled thinking 
of policymakers in the State Department 
has somehow conned Members of Con
gress into going along year after year 
with their strange philosophy, on the 
theory that eventually-by making 
America the goat-they can transform 
a savage bear into an amiable lamb. 

It has lo:ig been established that the 
base of this country's present foreign 
policy was designed and constructed by 
such notorious individuals as Alger Hiss, 
Harry Dexter White, David Niles, and 
others of their ilk. We hope and pray 
that all celhnates have been smoked 
from offices of authority, yet it is unfor
tunate that so many non-Communists 
who remain in policymaking positions 
are not, in fact, anti-Communists. It 
is unfortunate that so many representa
tives of the State Department are so 
unsympathetic, so disinterested toward 
America's workingman and his problems. 

The answer is obvious: Congress, 
sooner or later, is going to have to re
affirm its authority in the field of foreign 
trade. No better start could be made 
than to impose a definite quota limita
tion-not to be exceeded regardless of 
the extent of State Department en
treaty-as the one medium of enabling 
coal miners in Pennsylvania, Maryland, 
West Virginia, Virginia, and Kentucky 
to get back to the jobs that have been 
purloined by alien oil interests. 

The National Lottery of Portugal 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. PAUL A. FINO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 31, 1962 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to bring to the attention of the Members 
of this House the national lottery of 
Portugal. It provides yet another ex
ample of how the urge to gamble may be 

utilized on behalf of charitable organ
izations. 

Portugal is a land of only 9 million 
persons, but is able to gather over $30 
million from lotteries. Of this sum, 
roughly one-fourth is retained by the 
Government as profit. The bulk of this 
money is applied by the Government to 
the general budget, but over $2 ½ million 
is earmarked for charitable institutions. 

The lesson to be drawn from the ex
ample of Portugal and other nations is 
that a national lottery can be of great 
benefit to a country. This is not merely 
a case of the ends justifying the means, 
for if we were not so steeped in moral 
hypocrisy, we would realize that a na
tional lottery is a time-honored and 
tested :financial device. 

Mr. Speaker, a national lottery in the 
United States can produce over $10 bil
lion in new revenue which can be used 
to reduce our high taxes and growing 
national debt. 

Roads to (Lumber) Recovery 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JULIA BUTLER HANSEN 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 31, 1962 

Mrs. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, on July 
26 the President announced a program 
designed to assist the lumber industry 
and improve its competitive position. 
The announcement followed a 45-minute 
meeting with Senators and Congress
men from the Northwest who formed a 
delegation to discuss with the President 
all possible means to overcome the eco
nomic hardships being suffered by the 
lumber industry and those dependent 
upon it for employment. 

One of the six steps included in the 
President's program is the submission of 
a request to the Congress for additional 
funds for forest development and road 
trail programs to assure prompt harvest 
of allocated national forest timber. 

Our national forests are a great renew
able asset. The investment in forest 
roads is returned many times over in 
the form of timber sales revenue and 
taxes to the Federal Treasury and local 
governments and in the form of salaries 
and profits to the local economy. 

Moreover, our Federal timber re
sources represent an opportunity to ad
vance economic growth and create em
ployment in underdeveloped regions. 

Yet, the national forests, deprived of 
adequate access roads, are not able to 
make the maximum contribution. The 
shortage of timber supplies is creating a 
critical degree of unemployment in many 
areas. 

It is interesting to note that the 
pr ivate and State lands in the State of 
Washington have been made generally 
accessible. Private enterprise has recog
nized that for every dollar invested in 
access roads, several dollars in products, 
water development, recreation, and taxes 
ar e returned to the community and the 
Nation. 
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The Federal lands have not yet been 

adequately made accessible. Leaving 
these lands inaccessible means that the 
yield, and much of this land is highlY 
productive, is going to w.aste every year. 

We in Congress should Bee that these 
lands are managed to full potential pro
duction just as we :would if we owned 
them ourselves. These lands are a valu
able natural resource which should be 
making its full contribution to the 
economy of the Nation. 

In Washington, almost 30 percent of 
the acreage is federally owned.. In many 
Western States the Federal portion is 
greater. 

Wise stewardship dictates that these 
Federal lands become as _productive as 
the State~ county, and private lands that 
surround tnem. Access is one important 
Begment of management and develop
ment. Failure to provide sufficient access 
funds is a failure in wise management. 

·The President last week announced his 
intention to seek an additional $10 mil
lion for Forest Service roads and trails 
in an _effort :to jncrease the .amount of 
Feder.al timber a-v.ailable for the Na
tiorns lumber industry. I wm support 
,the Pr~i:dent's request .and wili support 
all otl1er measures designed to improve 
tbe management of our Federal lan9s, 

Some Difficulties With Relying on a 
Tax Cut Alone 

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OF 

_HON, HENRY S.. REUSS 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF"REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesdt1,y, ;ru1:g 81, 1'962 

Mr. REUSS~ Mr. 'Spea:ker, I include in 
the REcmm tae text of my :r.adio-TV "in
tem:ew, .Tn}Jr 31, 11Ui2,, un the West
}Qghouse Broadcasting Co. prngr,am. 
""'W'.ash.ing:ton ·:v,ieW,PO.int"·~ m w.hieh I 
discussed the .need ior a br.oad e.eoimmic 
progna;m for domestie growth -and m 
eliminate ,our b.alanee-Df-paymws 
deficit~ 

W •ASHiiN.GTQN VIEW&'IINT 

Miss Cmnr.icK. Good -evening. -'Ibis l s 
.Ann GoDlick 'Wlth Std Davis 1n lthe House 
:Radio-T.elevlslon Gallei:y ,on Capitol Hill. 
Dur guest on W ashl:qgton Yiewpoint this 
-evenlng ls Democratlc Congr.essman .HENRY 
REUcSS, or Wisconsin. Congressman REu.ss 

·1s a member of the House :Ban:1clng-and Cur-
·reney Committee, the .Jo.int .COng;resslonal 
Eeonomi'.e C.ommfbtee., :and he ls the reglnnal 
"Yice ,ehail'mmi o! 'the HollSe Demnera1ik 
sStud.Y ,group. w.hich is -&n lnfo:mnal grnup of 
Democrats ,arganlzed to hel,p J>Ush so-called 
liberal 1egls1ation throu:gh the Huuse. 

Congressman, tne great debate in Wash
ington these uays is to :cut -or not 't0 cut-
ta:X:es, that is. You 'have said that 'a tax cut 
-a,t this time would 1be "politically rlsky and 
economically unsound unles.s ft ls coupled 
with other Government :measures,"' Taking 
the fl,rst part, who would bear the greatest 
political ,risk in a tax cut? 

Representative REuss. Well, what J: .meant 
when I said politically risky was :s1mp1y .th1s. 
I think 1f the adminl stration came forward 
-within the next 2 -or 3 days -with ·a program 
that consisted of nothln:g but ,a naked tax
cut propo:::~l, I would be very dubious indeed 

about the impact o! this on Congress. I say 
this because I've talked to many many of 
"Illy colleagues, and some are against a tax 
cut, think it will further unbalance the 
budget, some are for a tax cut in the lower 
brackets w.here it will help consumption, 
some are for a tax cut in the upper brackets 
where it will, so they say, stimulate invest
ment; others want to counteract the efl'eet of 
a tax cut by tightening money or by re
trenching on expenditur.es. .So that I just 
think that there is so great a contrariety of 
view that if all that is before the Congress is 
a tax cut., it might very well become a 
cropper. 

Miss CORRICK. For whom? For the Presi
dent and the Democrats? 

'Representative REuss. For the adminis- · 
tr.ation, yes, and the Democrats, and for 
almost everybody, because I think that a 
tax cut from an economic standpoint, has 
to be merely part of a total program designed 
to get this country moving .again.. And I 
don't thlnk we mm view lt as an isolated 
thing. 

Mtss CORRICK. What are some of the other 
measures that you believe should accom
pany a tax cut? 

Representative REUSS. Well I tbink that 
we have to look .at our markets in a very 
simple way as if we had suddenly arrived 
on this Earth from Mars, and ask ours.elves, 
-all right, :where can we .sell more goods and 
services. To be realistic, tn the United States 
·today we don~t have-at least l: -ean'.t see-
11,nything Uke the .big automobite huilding 
boom .v.e had in the 1920's or tae big home
-building and ·the .consumer durable home 
•applianee ,selling boom or ilhe ~arly Jl.950:S. 
B:o one m;ks,, WeU. where 'II.re 1ib.ere ma;rkets? 
W.ell_, if you ·ask 'that question., ,you find that 
there .axe ,some sim.pl,- stupendous markets 
lying around -untapped, ll we 'but 'had the 
"Wit to tap them. And r ean $Ugg.est about 
three of those. Far example, over iL Western 
Eur.op.e they're hav~ one o! the l>iggest 
booms in history. The housewiv.es of Ger
many., Italy,, ·and P.r.J:mce desp.enat~ly want 
and .don't ha:ve things ilike xefrlgera.:tors and 
·w.ashing :machines mid myers .and disposal 
,mlts 1Uld dishw.ashers, ,a.nd other mechantc,al 
equipment which .has tbecome ·quite rommnn
place in the Unrted States. .At the .same 
tame tbe.t that 1s happenln,g and at a 'time 
'When European taetortes aren't geared ·up 
&t au to l)!'oduee this, we in Amertea lU'e 
.ha.ving 51/2 .percent o! our work >!or.ce .un
emplo,¥ecl. e. rer.y l~acd rate of growth, :we 
ldesperatiely .need t,o put idle men back iflo 
.ork in ,idle ta.-etodes, .and .one of the wa-y;s 
we could do tb'is would be to make Just ·these 
.consamer goods that Europeans want so 
mucll,, but w.hicb they can't buy ·y,ery largel_y 
as .a :resw.t £1f the ,~gh Oommon Mark.et 'tariff .. 
Sq, iinstead ,of belng .lackadaislcal ·about thls, 
_1 would t.nlnk that w.e .ought to get off our 
.ha.Wlches immediately and try to bargain 
.down that Common Market tariff so that 
w~ can :ge.t -our .American consumer durables 
into tlle Eur.opean -Oommon Marltet. That 
would ;be one :marvel0us market. There are 
IS(i)Jne :0ther.s.. 

:.Miss C.cmm:OK. So y-0u believe then that as 
.things :Btand now,. that Congress wouldn't 
.enac-t a.1tax cut,? 

.Repr~en_tattve REu.ss. I wouldn't go :so far 
as "to -say that. J:t's just that I can't say 
with a,ny real e·eI'tainty how Congr-ess would 
.react to what I -call a tax cut in t-solation. 
DongressJ after all, h~let's 'be honest 
about it--:reacted in _a disquieting .manner 
t.o tlre Mlministmtlon on the medieare bill, 
:0n :the !-arm bill, on the Urban A:fl'air.s De
partment proposal. And I don't think 'th-e 
,administration wants to en_eour,age ·politic.a:I 
liabilities .here. 

Miss COlmICK. 'It would be -a Ttslt tnat ,you 
hink the ·President would. h:ate -to 1;ake in 

this electibn ;yead · 
Representative iR&uss, I should thlnk ·so, 

ibut I aon't want to -overstress 'the politics 

of it. You picked up one-half of a two-part 
statement I made. I sa id it was politically 
risky and I thought econ omically u m:ound. 
I prefer to stress the latter. I think if all 
we do 1s have a tax cut, and then at the same 
time we allow the monetary authorities of 
this country-the Federal R eserve-to do 
what they said they would do--namely, 
tighten up the very .money which has just 
been loosened up by a tax cut--then you 
would end up by not putting idle men to 
work, by not putting idle factories back to 
worl{, but simply by undergoing a. great 
deficit in our budget, not appreciably helping 
the domestic economic picture, and, with 
a budget deficit of that size, if our economy 
continued to lag, I wouldn't feel a bit good 
about the future of the dollar abroad. I'd 
be afraid that some Europeans might take 
iright and take flight. 

Miss COXRICK. Sid Davis .. 
Mr. DAVIS. Congressman, 1n this election 

year some rather formidable forces are in 
·favor of the tax cut--namely, the ehamber 
of commerce, and the AFL-CIO. How would 
Congress be reluctant to pass a tax cut prior 
to the November e1ections when something 
like 'that usually ls 11. very nice tbing to have 
before an election? 

.Representative REUSS, Well, so lt ls al
ways .saiu, 1iind I'll admit that the chamber 
Pf commerce and 1,he AFL-CIO are thought 
:a! <:aS tl:.emendously large and powerful 
.'.!orce'S. How-ever, I notice that .Congressmen 
take quite r:an independent view on these 
'things~ I ;notice "that Senator HARRY BY.RD, 
who ls ordinarily ailined with chamber of 
,emnme11ce thliik:ing, vigorously opposes the 
tax :cut. Never niind his r.ea.sons at the mo
ment, out his oppo6itlou 1s quite clear. At 
the sa;me 'time, :a number of liberal legisla
tors have also .opposed the tax cut despite 
the fact 'that the AFL--CIO is backin_g it. 
My own position, Wh1eh rm tJ:'.ylng to .make 
clear., ls that a caTefutly thought out tax 
cut, in oonj.unctia.n wlth other measures, 
could be Just the turn of the flywheel needed 
to get tthe .economy golng forward .ag.ain. 
But, in .my opinion, there is no good., and 
:much 'hann., in · ]ust :haying a. tax cut un
accompan1ed by other measures to open up 
some of these markets :which I think we'ye 
_got to open up If we're going to have the 
>prosperrty we ought to have at home and do 
vur necessary part in world affairs.. 

'Mr~ DAV.XS .. While 'We're on the subject of 
the economy, there are two 'Schools o! 
thought on the eeonomy right now. Are we 
headed into a recession. .or are we not, tn 
:y0ur opinion? 

Representa'tive 'RE:uss. -The.se '.are all rela
tive things. I do not ·believe we are headed 
for a depr,essi0n, anu t'he reason I don',t is 
because -of ·the so-.called built-in stabiUzers
our -progressive income tax, unemployment 
insurance, our social insurance and welfare 
programs generally, our bank deposit insur
ance. an of these things are sufficient, in my 
mlnd,, ·to keep us from anything like a 1932-
t_ype depression. However, having .said that, 
Jet m~ hasten to add 'that I'm not be1ng 
Pollyanna about this. l:"ve been deeply dis- · 
turbed at the fact that we''Ve had three re
cessions in the last 7 years., that each time we 
-get out of the recession, we seem to sta.bilize 
unemployment at a somewhat higher level 
'than it's been. For example, when we 
emerged ,from the 1960 recession, we got our 
unemployment level down from about 7 per
_cent to 'the 5½ percent where it is now-5½ 
_percent of the 'Work -force-but we don't 
seem to be able to do any better. We _aren't 
improving matters, and I'm not content to 
sit idly by and say 5½ percent is a tolerable 
-amount of unemployment.. Similarly, our 
growth rate, which simply means the amount 
uf goods and serv-ices ,we make each year as 
'compared to those we made in the last year, 
'has not ·been g0ing forward nearly as much 
as t1're growt'h rate in Western Europe, for ex
mnple, 'Or, particularly, not nearly as much as 
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the growth rate in Soviet Russia. And since, 
among other things, we're engaged in a 
worldwide economic struggle with Commu
nist Russia, it seems to me that it behooves 
the American people to get moving. · 

Mr. DAVIS. How do the American people get 
moving? How do we solve these problems of 
periodic recession and the 5 ½ percent figure 
of unemployment? Isn't there a period 
where we will arrive where we will have to 
accept a certain percentage figure of unem
ployment? Why can't it be 5½ percent, with 
automation and everything else? 

Representative REUss. I don't think that 
we are compelled to that position for several 
reasons: One is that there is a tremendous 
need in America for more goods and services 
of a certain type. One tremendous need is · 
the fact that 20 percent of the Americans 
are still very, very poor. Their family in
come is under $4,000, if they're a family 
with children, or under $2,000 a year if 
they're single people. And this just isn't 
enough to live on by modern standards. 
SO you've got one-fifth of America that ls 
still darn poor and impoverished. Then 
you've got practically all of America which 
is very short on certain things. Those 
things are mainly local public improvements, 
better schools, more universities, more med
ical schools, hospitals, adequate sewage 
disposal plants, adequate methods of clean
ing up our air and our polluted water, parks, 
playgrounds, cultural institutions, art gal
leries, symphony halls, all the good things 
of life., 11:t>raries. I'm not suggesting, please 
don't misunderstand me, that the Federal 
Government is supposed to build all these 
things. I am saying that somewhere in 
America, if we put on our thinking cap, we 
ought to be able to satisfy these needs. And 
I haven't mentioned the tremendous need 
throughout the whole world for our goods
the need. of people of Europe who can pay 
hard convertible cash for them. This is a 
market I think we ought to get into, plus 
the need of the underdeveloped southern 
half of the world-the billion and a half 
people who are the real have-nots, who need 
some help by us and the other successful 
wealthy -countries. SO I'm not prepared to 
say tpday, well, let 5 to 10 percent of the 
American people remain unemployed. I 
don't think that's necessary. · Furthermore, 
from the standpoint of American ··social life, 
people in this country do work. This is 
what you do by day, and I don't think that 
we're prepared yet for a system in which 80 
percent of the people of working ab111ty 
work, and the other 20 percent are somehow 
supported in idleness by the other 80. I 
don't think that the 80 percent want that 
and I'm very sure that the 20 percent don't 
want it. They'd soorier work by the sweat 
of their brow and make their contribution 
to their country. 

Miss CORRICK. Congressman REUSS, one 
more point on this tax cut matter. Presi
dent Kennedy has said .that he will not make 
up his mind about recommending an im
mediate tax cut until around the middle of 
August after the July business figures have 
come in and he's had a chance to evaluate 
them. 

Representative REuss, I think that was a 
wise view on his part. 

Miss CORRICK. And also reportedly he's 
waiting for some sign from Congress that 
Congress would enact a tax cut if he re
quested it. A Republican Senator, CLIFFORD 
CASE, of New Jersey, said the other day that 
this indicates a lack of confidence on the 
President's part in his own abiUty to lead 
Congress. Do you think that Mr. Kennedy 
is demonstrating a lack of leadership on this 
matter? 

Representative REttss. I think Mr. Ken
nedy generally is demonstrating excellent 
leadership. On this tax question, I .wish he 
would take to the people the kind of broad
scale economic program which I've been try-

1ng · to sketch out here ·1n our little discus
sion, and I think if he did that; then the 
role of the tax cut in such a broad program. 
would become apparent to people and would 
become apparent to Congress. The proper 
role of a tax cut, it seems to me, is the little 
spinning of the flywheel needed to get the 
economy going again. But a tax cut by it
self is not enough. We've got to open up 
these new markets at home and abroad that 
I've described. And a tax cut in and of it
self is not enough to do that. SO I think 
we've got to move on all of these fronts and 
if the President tabled before the American 
people a program designed to produce at 
home full employment, maximum growth, 
and a stable dollar without inflation, and a 
broad program that over the next year or two 
could balance our international payments 
and keep us from shaking and trembling 
over the position of the dollar overseas, I 
think the American people would support it. 

. I think the American people would support 
that kind of a program just as they sup
ported two great Kennedy successe&--1'11 
mention them-the Peace Corps, where 
America's idealism was aroused, where people 
everywhere I went saw the connection be
tween what our young people wanted to do 
and what our mission out in the under
developed world was. Another such program 
where the President got marvelous public 
support and excellent congressional support 
too, at least in the House, was in the trade 
bill. Here, I think, Americans realized that 
we can't crawl into a isolationist hole, that 
we live in a- worid that is very much inter
connected, and that the best defense is an 
offense, and that we ought to come out of our 
corner fighting. And I think they responded 
very well. And taking a lead from that, I 
should think it would be great stuff if Presi
dent Kennedy on television, by speeches, and 
using all the great media at his command, 
including radio, would get out there and 
sketch the kind of a program that I'm talk
ing about. 

Now I'm not suggesting that I've presented 
anything very new here, it's simply putting 
it into a new framework and relating a tax 
cut to that, rather than standing there 
transfixed by a tax cut as if it were the one 
and only panacea, when it isn't. -

Mr. DAVIS. Congressman REUSS, you m_en
tioned the President taking his case to the 
people, could his failure in taking his case 
to the people be one of the reasons for the 
trouble he's having here upon the Hill with 
Congress? Are you suggesting more fireside 
chats by going directly to the people to get 
Congress to move behind his programs? 

Representative REUss. Well, there are 
many reasons why, in recent weeks, 'at least, 
the administration has scored some defeats 
at the hands of Congress. The biggest single 
reason, of course, is the fact that Congress 
isn't really an administration-minded Con
gress at all, if you take the Republlca.ns 
who, except for a few, oppose the President 
on almost everything he does, and take some 
of our southern Democratic friends who are 
in coalition with the Republicans, you don't 
have an administrati.on majority at all. You 
have an antiadministration majority, and 
the wonder of it is that President Kennedy 
has been able to get through what he has. 
I wouldn't have believed it possible. So that, 
I don't want to suggest that the trouble 
with Congress is anything other than the 
trouble with Congress. However, the experi
ence with the Peace Corps and the experience 
with the Trade Expansion Act, and with sev
eral other measures which have aroused a. 
good response in Congress, I think should 
lead one to the conclusion that where the 
President wm evolve a program which ts 
understandable, where he will show its con
nection between our world position, and our 
determination to keep the world at peace, 
and om: do~estic p;roblems, and where he 
will take this issu~ to the public, then he'll 

win. Now maybe he won't win the first 
battle, but he's erected a standard to which 
the American people, and indeed the people 
of the free world, can repair and he'll just 
stay with it till he does win. 

So, I think that kind of an economic 
program would have a great chance of po
litical success. because the President could 
send out sparks to the American people 
and then these would reverberate back on 
Congress. That, to me, is how you get 
things done. 

Mr. DAVIS. There's been some talk, though, 
that the President has not 'exerted · his au
thority-the full powers of his office-on 
Congress to get things going, that he should 
use the stick as well as the carrot. Do you 
agree with that criticism? 

Representative REuss. Not really. I don't 
think you're going to achieve congressional 
success in any very marked degree by whee
dling, cajoling, threatening. Oh, sure you 
need-any administration, Republican or 
Democratic-needs to maintain good liaison 
with Congress and smile upon its friends 
and give dirty lqoks occasionally to its foes. 
But by and large Congressmen aren't going 
to vote on the great national issues depend
ing upon whether their back has been 
scratched by the administration or not. I 
think the way to get the big ~hings done 
is to have the President, in conjunction with 
responsible people in Congress, work out 
programs, anci then to have the· President, 
as the leader of the American people, bounce 
those programs over the American people 
in a process of cross-fertllization, and then 
I think Congress will do what the national 
interest requires. 

Another Salute to AP' s Haslet 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ED EDMONDSON 
OF OKLAHOMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 31,. 1962 
Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, yes

terday our Majority Leader CARL ALBERT 
and other Members of Congress pa.id 
tribute to a nian whose friendship we 
have come to cherish and whose jour
nalistic ability we have long respected. 
Of cow-se, I am speaking of the salute 
given to Charlie Haslet, who last Satw-
day celebrated his 38th anniversary with 
the· Associated Press wire service. . 

It is a privilege for me today to add my 
congratulations to Charlie Haslet for his 
many years of outstanding contributions 
to public enlightenment as a member of 
the fow-th estate. 

During my years in Congress; I have 
had the pleasw-e of becoming closely 
acquainted with Charlie Haslet since he 
is the Associated Press representative for 
the Oklahoma; Kansas, and Misso:uri 
region. Although Char)ie's reporting 
beat cannot match the glamow- of the 
metropolitan police reporter, I believe· 
Mr. Haslet's contribution to public un
derstanding of our Government's opera
tions is unquestionably more noteworthy. 

Charlie's cool detachment in ap
proaching a news story and his· year-in 
and year-out consistency in reporting the 
real facts from Washington have earned 
him the respect of his journalistic col
leagues and the confidence of the Mem
bers of Congress with whom he deals. 
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May the Associated Press be fortunate 
enough to have many more years of ac
curate stories come from the reliable 
typewriter of Charlie Haslet. 

Eighty Years · of Service 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOHN F. SHELLEY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 31, 1962 

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, the year 
1962 is the 80th since the founding 
of the Knights of Columbus, in New 
Haven, Conn. It was on January 16, 
1862, that Father Michael J. McGivney 
met with nine men in New Haven to dis
cuss the project of forming a fraternal_ 
and benevolent order that would work 
to foster both patriotism and religious 
principle among its members and as far 
as its influence might reach. After -sev
eral meetings the name "Knights of Co
lumbus" was decided upon, and the order, 
the first national fraternal organization 
to be incorporated in Connecticut, re
ceived its charter from the State on 
March 29, 1882. . 

From this modest beginning· the order 
has· grown, sl0-wly at first, and then at 
increasing speed, until now i~ numbers 
more than a million and a quarter mem
bers in all States of the country, with 
representation also in Canada, Cuba, 
Mexico, the Philippines, Puerto Rico, and 
Panama. Throughout its history, the 
order has worked strenuously for the 
cultivation of the patriotic spirit among 
Catholics, particularly in the education 
of youth. 

Mr. Speaker, from the beginning, the 
Knights of Columbus sought to preserve 
the stability of the homes of its mem
bers, by providing financial means to 
assist in the upkeep of the families and 
education of the children of deceased 
members. It early began a campaign 
that, through the years, has acquired 
increasing importance-to promote pub
lic dissemination of the truth about the 
faith to which they belong by forthright 
factual answers to calumny. The voice 
of the order has also been heard, fre
quently and consistently, in defense of 
the ideals of tolerance and freed om of 
religion. The education of American 
youth was an early and constant concern 
of the order, and many scholarships 
have been provided, at different aca
demic levels, for the education of youth, 

' always including such subjects as Amer
ican history, American government, and 
American constitutional history. From 
the time of World War I the Knights of 
Columbus has been known for its work 
for the benefit of the Armed Forces, in 
peace and war, whether alone or in part
nership with other organizations. It has 
also sponsored scholarships for the 
children of those who have given their 
lives in battle in the wars of the United 
States. · 

Mr. Speaker, in its westward expan
sion, the order first reached· the Pacific 

coast and the State of California with 
the establishment, in 1902, of San Fran
cisco Council 615. Los Angeles and then 
other California cities quickly set up 
councils, and on May 13, 1903, the Cali
fornia State Coun"cil was organized, in 
Los Angeles, this being the first State 
council of the Knights of Columbus west 
of the Rockies. Los Angeles, too, was 
host to the second supreme convention 
to be held outside the order's birthplace, 
New Haven-the convention of 1905. 
The choice of California for this conven
tion demonstrated in dramatic fashion 
the intention of the order to be truly 
national in scope and interests, and to 
use its national conventions as a means 
of stimulating interest in the order, in 
one geographical region of the country 
after another. 

In 1921 the supreme convention was 
again held in California, this time in San 
Francisco--a convention that was her
alded as the best attended, best publi
cized, and the most productive supreme 
convention in the history of the order up 
to that time. At this memorable con
vention the Knights of Columbus under
took to follow up their magnificent war 
work of World War I with a peacetime 
program comparable in scope and cost. 
More than $7 million was devoted to 
projects of hospitalization and educa
tional work for disabled and other ex
service men, for the maintenance of col
lege scholarships for some 400 vetetahs, 
and for other projects including a con
tinuing educatio:r;ial drive against ex
treme radicalism, and the initiation of 
an antituberculosis campaign. It was at 
this convention, too, that John H. Red
din, supreme master, fourth degree, an- · 
nounced the initiation of one of the most 
worthwhile efforts of the Knights of 
Columbus, the Knights of Columbus 
fourth degree American history move
ment. It was at this convention that 
Edward F. Mcsweeney, chairman of the 
then · newly established Knights of Co
lumbus Historical Commission, gave an 
address setting forth the principles that 
were to inspire the educational and 
scholarly work of this commission. The 
keynote of his address, as of the work 
since done and sponsored by the com.'.. 
mission, is in the spirit of the quotation 
from Daniel Webster: 

In America, a new era commences in hu
man affairs, distinguished by free repre
sentative government, by entire religious 
liberty, by improved systems of national in
tercourse, by a newly awakened and uncon
querable spirit of free inquiry, and by a dif
fusion of knowledge through the community, 
before altogether unknown and unheard of. 
America, our country, fellow citizens, our 
own dear and native land, is inseparably 
connected, fast bound up, in fortune and by 
fate, with these great interests. If they fall, 
we fall with them: if they stand, it will be 
because we have sustained them. Let us 
contemplate th~n, this connection which 
binds the prosperity of others to our own; 
and let us manfully discharge all the duties 
which it imposes. If we cherish the virtues 
and principles of our fathers, Heaven will 
assist us to carry on the work of human 
liberty and human happiness. 

Mr. Mcsweeney chose the occasion of 
the San Francisco convention to issue a 
ringing statement of permanent re-· 

nunciation, in domestic matters, of the 
narrow sectional interests of New Eng
land and the Eastern States, and re
pudiation, in foreign relations, of ex
clusive attachment to European alliances 
and the partnership with the British 
Commonwealth. Mr. Mcsweeney ex
pressed, for the Knights of Columbus, 
the broad westward vision, eminently 
suited to the name of Columbus, an or
ganization in which patriotic fervor and 
historical scope took in the whole con
tinental United States, and whose pro.;. 
phetic vision looked toward trade, 
friendship, and alliances with the peo_
ple of those eastern lands that lie west
ward of our Pacific coast. 

Mr. Speaker, San Francisco is also in
separably linked with the inauguration 
of the great tradition of humanitarian 
service by the Knights of Columbus, the 
San Francisco disaster of 1906 having 
inspired the members of the then small 
order to heroic efforts on behalf of the 
injured, the homeless, the orphaned, and 
destitute. Within a very few months, a 
relief fund of $100,000 had been col
lected, and a committee of local Knights 
undertook the vital task of distributing 
this money for the best advantage of the 
city and its stricken people. It is worthy 
of mention, for the honor of San Fran
cisco and of the San Francisco Council 
of the Knights of Columbus, that within 
2 years the San Francisco Knights had 
repaid to the supreme secretary $65,000 
of the money: that had been freely given 
for the relief of San Francisco's disaster 
victims. 

The precedent of generous and prompt 
'relief, set in San Francisco, was soon fol
lowed on the occasion of the floods that 
struck Ohio and Indiana in 1913, of the 
Illinois cyclone ,of 1917, the Corpus 
Christi storm of 1919, and on many an
other occasion of major disaster, 
whether within the United States or in 
foreign lands. Many who know nothing 
else of the Knights of Columbus, know 
it as the organization which brought 
immediate and generous aid when the 
need was the greatest. 

Many Californians remember the su
preme convention of 1952, held in Los 
Angeles. That year marked the 100th 
anniversary of the birth of the founder 
of the order, Father Michael J. Mc
Givney, the 70th anniversary of the 
founding of the order itself, and the 50th 
anniversary of the extension of the order 
to the west coast, with the inauguration 
of San Francisco's council 615. To San . 
Francisco, and to all Californians, who 
cherish the tradition of the Spanish mis
sions that first established European 
culture and Christian faith on the shores 
of the Pacific, the view of American his
tory taken by the Knights of Columbus 
is most welcome and congenial. Their 
emphasis is on the various streams of 
culture, religious and national, that en
tered into the makeup of America; on 
the explorers and missionaries, as well 
a~ the settlers; on the French, Spanish, 
and Dutch, as well as the English; on the 
south, west, and north, as well as the 
east. We deeply appreciate a religious 
patriotism that transcends the· bound
aries of denomination, and dissociates 
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itself from national jealousies and self
ishness. It is the measure of the quality 
of this organization and its work that 
it has received the wholehearted com
mendation of men of all creeds. I know 
that the Knights of Columbus will carry 
on, through the years to come, their 
noble tradition of devotion and service· 
to God and country. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to bring 
to your attention the names of a num
ber of individuals who are carrying on 
the vital work of the Knights in San 
Francisco. They are to be congratulated 
for their devoted efforts in making the 
Knights a viable instrument for good 
They are: 

The Honorable Edward Molkenbuhr, 
P.S.D., past State deputy; the Honorable 
William T. Sweigert, P.S.D.; F. Everett 
Cahill, P.S.D.; Hon. C. Harold Caulfield; 
Tom O'Connor; Joseph M. Cummins; 
Charles F. Schroth; John F. Schroth; 
Charles Pons; James E. Fields; Alvin J. 
Lambert; Tom Dolin; Joseph J. Peter
son; Paul Gysels; George B. Gillis; Mark 
Bentley; John P. Bacigalupi; William G. 
Reynolds; Fred Augustini; Cosmo Anti
sta; John Bohach; Francis Brennan; J. 
Francis Shirley; Charles Gallagher; the 
Honorable Thomas P. White, P.S.D.; Fi
del J. Martinez; Ambrose Kerwin; 
Thomas F. Duffy, P.S.D.; John J. En
right; Sergio A. Scarpa; Sylvester An
driano; Joseph I. McNamara; Everett B. 
Livermore; Jos.eph A. Kiernan; John A. 
Brucato; Harold F. Roesch; Thomas J. 
Melon; Emmet P. Lucey; Frank R. Pitts; 
John P. Figone; Maurice T. Murphy; 
Spencer B. Lane; Dion Holm; Paul M. 
Hupf; Hon. Edward M. Gaffney; Hon. 
Charles W. Meyers; Martin C. McDon
ough; Joseph Barrett; Raymond D. Wil
liamson; Dominic Bozzanella; John F. 
Henning; Chris McKeon; Dr. Joseph G. 
Mayerle; and Raymond J. Rath. 

Our Foreign Policy Needs a Thorough 
Inspection and Careful Analysis 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOHN P. SAYLOR 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 31, 1962 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, the ad
ministration's contumelious attitude to
ward Peru is another indication that our 
foreign policy needs a thorough inspec
tion and careful analysis. Perhaps a 
good number of our citizenry, after many 
years of U.S. misfortunes in foreign af
fairs, are resigned to international fall
ure. Certainly no news from Washing
ton in recent months has contained any 
basis of hope for improvement along the 
global front. Lengthy hearings were 
held in an attempt to determine why the 
State Department was allowed to call 
the tune so that McNamara's ban was 
invoked to prevent any mention of vic
tory over communism among military 
personnel. 

So far as I can determine, the answer 
was never forthcoming. 

Meanwhile the United States has been 
a part of international episodes which we 
know will never be appreciated by future 
generations. Instead of following tra
dition and principle, our State Depart
ment has succumbed to the demands of 
enemy forces and has participated un
conscionably in international intrigue 
that would never have been tolerated in 
the past. The withdrawal of American 
aid from the Lao Government until it ac
cepted communism's principals as a part 
of its governing body was a disgraceful 
episode. So was our part in the attempt 
to strangulate the Katanga force through 
United Nations intervention. That issue 
still remains undecided, although Presi
dent Kennedy demonstrated briefly his 
contempt for the U.N. type of law and 
order when he sent a special emissary 
to meet with Tshombe in defiance of the 
motley mercenaries in the big house on 
the East River. 

In this regard, it might be suggested 
that the President again take individual 
action to prevent U Thant from carrying 
out his latest plans to compel the presi
dent of the Katanga Province to accede 
to the demands of the Congolese Central 
Government. The U Thant remark 
about the clowris in Katanga is in itself 
sufficient to withdraw his authority in 
the Congo. Past experience is irrefut
able testimony that any manipulations 
satisfa~tory to the U.N. will ultimately 
lead to Red control of areas under dis
pute. This experience will, it is hoped 
but not expected, prompt Congress to 
reject attempts to take another $100 
million from the U.S. taxpayers for the 
proposed bond purchase. 

Many Americans have been interested 
in learning why, if the UN. has any 
sympathy for free nations, it has not 
intervened on the side of South Vietnam 
in its struggle to defeat the forces of 
communism that have invaded that 
country. Why the U.N.'s failure to in
tervene in Goa never became a c~use 
celebre due to the fact that no one actu
ally expects the U.N. to assist nations 
that are besieged either by the Red 
enemy or by the so-called neutral 
nations. 

,But to get back to America and Peru. 
On what grounds was it suddenly de
cided to withdraw recognition and for
eign aid? That question was put to the 
President at his press conference on 
Monday of this week. The question and 
his answer are inserted below: 

SITUATION IN PERU 

Question. Mr. President, some have crit
icized the administration for withholding aid 
from the military dictatorship which has 
taken over Peru, and at the same time is 
asking Congress for permission to give aid 
at your discretion to Communist dictator
ships such as Yugoslavia and Poland. Do 
you feel free to discuss with us reasons for 
this distinction? 

Answer. Well, at the present time the 
President of Peru is in prison. President 
Prado, who was a guest of this Government 
a short while ago, and who was a guest of 
Franklin D. Roosevelt during World War II. 
He is in prison. We are anxious to see a 
return to constitutional forms in Peru, and 
therefore untll we know what is going to 
happen in Peru, we are prudent in making 
our judgments as to what we shall do. 

We think it is in our national interest, 
and I think the aid we are giving in the 

other areas is 1n our national interest, be
cause we feel that this hemisphere can only 
be secure and free with democratic govern• 
ment. We wish that were true behind the 
Iron Curtain, and it is to encourage a trend 
in that direction that we have given some 
assistance in the past, and advocate it now. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, it appears that the 
President, obviously acting upon the ad
vice of the State Department, has been 
entirely too hasty in imposing diplo
matic and economic sanctions against 
the Peruvian Government. Only this 
week the House accepted a conference 
report which rebuffed an attempt to 
withhold American aid from Communist 
countries. Thus Yugoslavia and Poland, 
among others, remain eligible for gifts 
from the U.S. Treasury on the dubious 
theory that they will sometime, some
how break with the Soviet Union. On 
this hypothesis, must Peru become sub
jected to heavy Communist pressures 
before it regains recognition and dollar 
aid? In retrospect, it is quite possible 
that the chaotic conditions which led to 
the seizure of the Government in Lima 
by the military junta were in part cre
ated by the imprudent and naive way 
in which the U.S. Government-here 
and in Peru-openly backed the can
didacy of Haya and the APRA Party. 
The present U.S. attitude toward that 
South American country might very 
well be interpreted as dissatisfaction 
with the election results, thus giving 
substance to the oft-heard charges 
that the United States is guilty of 
active interference in the government 
affairs of other nations. 

The fact that the army organization
which so far has shown no inclination 
toward communism-is now in control 
of the Peruvian Government did not 
seem to be of such moment to bring 
retribution from the United States. 
Who overthrew Peron and restored 
democracy in Argentina? Answer: Army 
forces, who it will be recalled were hailed 
by us for their action. 

If the President has made a mistake
if he has again been erroneously advised 
by the State Department-he should lose 
no time in making restitution. I voted 
against the foreign aid bill for many 
reasons. Although we have invested al
most $100 billion in this program since 
its inception, no tangible beneficial re
sults are on record. Under a tremendous 
debt burden which has already sur
passed the $300 billion mark, the United 
States would be in no position to funnel 
more funds abroad even if it seemed the 
wise course from a diplomatic stand
point. Yet, so long as we are going to 
make this gratuity available for another 
year, then America should at least be 
circumspect in the handling of this tre
mendous fund. 

Most of all, no nation should be de
prived of diplomatic status with this 
country simply because we do not ap
prove of the local government or its po
litical party. How recognition can be 
accorded Russia, Yugoslavia, Poland, and 
other countries dominated by the ham
mer and sickle while being denied to a 
nation that has long dedicated itself in 
opposition to communism is a matter 
that needs better interpretation. 
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In conclusion, I insert in the RECORD 

the following editorial from the Evening 
Star, of Saturday, July 21, 1962: 

CRACKDOWN ON PERU 

We suppose the State Department and 
President Kennedy have good reason to be
lieve that the real facts of the situation fully 
warrant our Government's stern reaction to 
the anti-Communist military junta that has 
seized power in Peru. At any rate, the coup 
has been staged in complete defiance of what 
appear to have been free and honest elec
tions, and the White House has therefore 
felt moved to condemn it as "a serious set
back" to democracy in the Americas. 

More than that, in a very obvious effort to 
undermine the junta and hasten the restora
tion of constitutional civilian rule, our Gov
ernment has suspended diplomatic relations 
with Lima and cut off all but a trickle of 
economic aid to the country. This can only 
be described an undisguised intervention in 

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 1, 1962 

(Legislative day of Thursday, July 26, 
1962) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by Hon. PHILIP A. HART, 
a Senator from the State of Michigan. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

O God, who art to be surely found if 
with all our hearts we truly seek Thee: . 
Thou art known by those who love; Thou 
art seen by those whose hearts are pure; 
Thou art heard by those who hush 
earth's blatant noises, and in the quiet
ness listen with reverent hearts. 

Thou hast given us thoughts that 
wander off into eternity; Thou hast so 
made us that the glory of our life can 
never be beneath us. Forbid that, when 
radiant, human hopes are flaming in the 
sky, we should be blinded by the smoke 
of our own campfires. When great ideas 
whose day has come beckon us to be 
their servants, save us from giving our
selves to the dead past, rather than to 
the living present and the beckoning 
future. · 

We ask it in the ever-blessed Name. 
Amen. 

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

· The legislative clerk read the following 
letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PR:aiIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washi ngton, D.O., August 1, 1962. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Sen
ate, I appoint Hon. PHn.IP A. HART, a Sen
ator from the State of Michigan, to perform 
the duties of the Chair during my absence. 

CARL HAYDEN, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. HART thereupon took the chair as 
Acting President pro tempore. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILL 

Me~sages in writing from the Pres
ident of the Uniied States were commu-

Peru's internal affairs, and nothing quite like 
it has ever before occurred in the relations 
of the United States with its neighbors to 
the south. 

Presumably President Kennedy acted on 
the basis of solid information indicating 
that a do-nothing or noncommittal attitude 
on the part of Washington would play into 
the hands of the Castroite Communists. 
After all, the Reds can exploit any reverse 
experience by the President in connection 
with his hemispheric Alliance for Progress 
and its projected far-reaching social, eco
nomic, and political reforms-reforms not 
quite to the liking, apparently, of the men 
now in command of Peru. 

Be that as it may, however, the average 
American layman may well take a rather 
reserve view of what our Government has 
done. Some questions suggest themselves. 
Why, for example, has the United States 
thus far refrained from cracking down on 

nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries, and he announced 
that on August 1, 1962, the President 
had approved and signed the act (S. 
2996) to amend further the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

REPORT OF THE HOUSING AND 
HOME FINANCE AGENCY-MES
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern-

pore laid before the Senate the follow
.ing message from the President of the 
United States, which, with the accom
panying report, was referred to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Pursuant to the provisions of section 

802 (a) of the- Housing Act of 1954, I 
transmit herewith for the information 
of the Congress the 15th Annual Report 
of the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency covering housing activities for 
the calendar year 1961. 

JOHN F. KENNEDY. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, August 1, 1962. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed a bill (H.R. 4094) to 
amend the act of ·July 15, 1955, relating 
to the conservation of anthracite coal 
resources, in which it requested the con
currence of the Senate. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The bill (H.R. 4094) to amend the act 

of July 15, 1955, relating to the conserva
tion of anthracite coal resources, was 
read twice by its title and referred to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. · · 

Argentina's current leaders, who have carried 
out essentially the same sort of coup as the 
one in Peru? And why should the anti
Communist junta in Lima be singled out 
for especially severe treatment--why should 
it be denied desperately needed economic 
asistance-at a time when the Kennedy ad
ministration has deplored congressional 
efforts to deny comparable aid to Red dic
tatorships like Poland's and Yugoslavia's? 

These and kindred questions speak for 
themselves. Certainly, judging from all 
accounts, Peru's junta has far more to be 
said in its favor than Castro's tyranny in 
Havana, and it certainly is much less un
attractive in many respects than Gomulka's 
regime in Warsaw or Tito's in Belgrade. 
Why, then, is it being dealt with in a pecu
liarly severe and discriminatory manner? 
Perhaps the President will clarify the matter 
at his globally televised Telstar news con
ference on Monday. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President , reserving 
the right to object-and I shall not ob
ject-I think the quorum call should be 
withdrawn while we seek; as I under
stand, to work out any understanding 
that might possibly be worked out be
for e the debate proceeds. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator is not objecting to 
the withdrawal of the quorum call? 

Mr. MORSE. No; I said I am not ob
ject ing. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS 
SATELLITE SYSTEM 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the satellite 
bill <H.R. 11040) be made the pending 
business; that upon its being made the 
pending business it be immediately 
referred to the Foreign Relations Com
mittee, with instructions to report the 
bill back to the Senate not later than 12 
noon, Friday, August 10, 1962; and that 
upon its being reported back to the 

. Senate it be made the pending business 
before the Senate. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, I should like to 
ask the distinguished majority leader, if 
this unanimous-consent agreement is ar
rived at and the bill is reported .back 
tc> the Senate on Friday, August 10, will 
it remain the pending business until the 
matter is concluded, and not be post
poned yet a third time? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say to the 
distinguished Senator from Texas, who 
has been most cooperative, it is the hope 
of the leadership that, if the request is 
·granted, the measure will be reported 
back before Friday, August 10. So far as 
the leadership is concerned, we are pre
pared to use every available means at our 
command to stay with this bill and bring 
it to a conclusion, one way or the other. 
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